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Jennifer Riaño Goez 
 
This qualitative case study was designed to explore how a group of 15 faculty and 
administrators in a non-tenure-track school within a tenure track environment develop and 
implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative. This study is based on the following 
premises: (1) non-tenure-track schools within a tenure-track environment face challenges in 
accessing resources and benefits; (2) the faculty and administrators of the non-tenure-track 
school need to manage politically charged and complex systems; (3) without the proper 
governance, advocacy, and influence, the non-tenure-track faculty must resolve to act 
independently to achieve its DEI goals via the creation of formal and informal groups, including 
committees. A key finding of the study was that participants learned in informal ways to 
implement the DEI initiative in the context of power and politics through dialogue and critical 
reflection. 
Two overarching recommendations resulting from this study are: (1) faculty and staff in 
academic institutions with a non-tenure-track school in a tenure-track university will need to 
proceed with added caution due to the political complexity that exists between the two distinct 
institutional structures; and (2) the researcher strongly recommends that information available on 
the state of non-tenured faculty should be raised by the non-tenured faculty with senior 
leadership at their academic institution. For example, the academic institution should resolve to 
 
address the various ways in which non-tenured faculty lack governance, pedagogical and 
professional development, equitable compensation, and job security. The factors stated are 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The road to understanding diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) has been paved with the 
sustained and courageous leadership of many people. In 1862, President Lincoln's Emancipation 
Proclamation opened the door for African Americans to enlist in the Union Army. Research 
shows that with racial diversity in combat units, slaves and freemen were best served by fighting 
in heterogeneous companies. Freemen who fought with slaves were more likely to be literate 
because they learned in their role as teachers, or benefited from educational programs set up for 
slaves (Costa & Kahn, 2006). Following the Civil War, Amendments 13, 14, and 15 abolished 
slavery, made former slaves citizens, and gave all men the right to vote regardless of race 
(History.com Editors, 2020). Even in the direst of situations, and noted throughout history, we 
find that diversity has made social evolution possible. 
Courageous acts by individuals and minority groups have given rise to our modern-day 
definitions of diversity, equity, and inclusion; however, many offer its true incorporation into our 
national narrative when the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was passed into law. Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act barred discrimination based on race, religion, national origin, and gender by 
employers and labor unions, and created the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC) with the power to file lawsuits on behalf of aggrieved workers (Prasad, 2001). Since the 
1960s, laws have made discrimination against an individual or a group for their differences 
illegal. Despite this knowledge, many still ask what diversity, equity, and inclusion are. How 
does one practice it, and what does it mean for an individual in the world today? 
I will provide a summary of diversity, equity, and inclusion management and how it came 




academic institutions and study how a current-day educational institution takes a step forward in 
the development and implementation of a diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative in a time 
increasingly challenged by the COVID-19 pandemic and the Black Lives Matter movement. 
The Impact of Challenging Times 
This study began before the start of a pandemic, followed by a lockdown, a financial 
crisis, and the resurgence of the Black Lives Matter movement, underscored by a tumultuous 
presidential election. There is a “new normal,” as popular culture has titled our new reality. This 
study cannot proceed without acknowledging the global loss of life due to the pandemic, 
diminished household economic security, and the national unrest addressing African Americans' 
systemic oppression in the United States. The factors of the new normal have coalesced to 
foment an unequivocal condemnation of the abuse of power by police in response to the deaths 
of Michael Brown, George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, and others, and further, the failure of people 
in positions of power to take immediate action against the discriminated, underrepresented 
people in our society. Diversity, equity, and inclusion practices are urgent and necessary in the 
tenor of our daily life and the stygian reaches of our society. 
In a 2020 study published in the McKinsey Quarterly (Dolan et al., 2020),  the authors 
warn against organizations managing economic losses by reducing economic support for 
diversity, equity, and inclusion practices, as they may suffer a backlash from customers, partners, 
and talent impacting future growth and renewal. Therefore, organizations should persevere and 
continue to aggressively support and fund DEI-focused strategic efforts. 
There are many distinctions between the management of a corporate organization and a 




organizations regardless of their for-profit or non-profit status will aid in addressing systemic 
racism and the uneven distribution of power in static organizational climates. 
This study will examine the intersection of the power dynamics of non-tenure-track 
faculty for the purpose of initiating a DEI initiative during a time of social and economic conflict 
worldwide. 
Diversity Management 
Diversity management is defined as the process of management built on a set of values 
that recognize the differences between people as a potential strength for the organization. 
(De Cieri & Kramar, 2005). Other definitions go further by referring to the “systematic and 
planned commitment by organizations to recruit, retain, reward, and promote a heterogeneous 
mix of employees” (Ivancevich & Gilbert, 2000, p. 75). The passage of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 prohibiting employment discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, and national 
origin was the beginning of how diversity would become organizational policy. However, it was 
not considered sound until addressed in Workforce 2000: Work and Workers for the Twenty-First 
Century (Johnston & Packer, 1987). This report, which was sponsored by the Department of 
Labor, stated that four key themes would be integral to the future workforce to have a 
competitive advantage in the socio-economic landscape of the future. One of the themes was the 
importance of incorporating minority populations and women into the workforce. 
Johnston and Packer’s (1987)  report further stated that the workforce will grow slowly, 
becoming older, more female, and more disadvantaged. The new jobs in service industries will 
demand much higher skills, and the report warned that if the United States was to continue to 
prosper, policymakers would have to find ways to accomplish the following: stimulating 




dynamism of an aging workforce; reconciling the conflicting needs of women, work, and 
families; integrating Black and Hispanic workers fully into the economy; and improving the 
educational preparation of all workers. 
During this time, another article published in the Harvard Business Review (Thomas, 
1990) shared the perspective of a practitioner whose experience in diversity management 
provided a contextual lens to the dynamics of the time. The article further stated that the goals of 
affirmative action can no longer provide a sufficient framework toward solving the current 
challenges facing an expanding minority population to access work and skill-development 
opportunities. Not only were minorities still faced with biases that kept them out of the 
workforce, but they also did not have access to development. “It's later on that many of them 
plateau and lose their drive and quit or get fired. It's later on that their managers' inability to 
manage diversity hobbles them and the companies they work for” (p. 15). In short, it is one thing 
to increase the percentages of minorities within an organization and another to create a culture in 
which all have access to upward mobility. 
Leveraging diversity for a breakthrough performance demands organizational 
transformation (Maltbia & Power, 2009). Diversity management is more than just numbers; it is 
a strategic and cultural imperative that must be embedded in the overall mission and values of an 
organization. The engine of diversity management is performed, and before the engine can run, 
the key components must be developed, implemented, and practiced. In the case of diversity 
management, it is in hiring employees who are representative of our population, and in providing 
them with opportunities to develop and expand their capabilities; to empower them to perform 
toward the strategic objectives of the organization. This rationale leads us to why inclusion is 




The Purpose of Inclusion 
The familiar terms diversity and inclusion are often regarded as the same or 
interchangeable, but that is just not the case. Diversity is equal to representation. Inclusion is the 
practice that an organization institutes to facilitate and encourage the participation of all 
members. World-renowned inclusion strategist Vernā Myers encapsulates it as “Diversity is 
being invited to the party. Inclusion is being asked to dance” (Sherbin & Rashid, 2017). In 2016, 
the United States Office or Personnel Management (2016) published a government-wide 
Inclusive Diversity Strategic Plan that defined inclusion as a set of behaviors (culture) that 
encourages employees to feel valued for their unique qualities and experience a sense of 
belonging. In other words, diversity is the number by which an organization is held accountable 
for targeting diverse member growth. Inclusion is the practices by which the members are 
enabled to participate and “have a voice in organizational contexts, receive access to material 
resources, are treated equitably within institutional processes, and are valued and respected in 
terms of behavior interactions within normative culture” (Chun & Evans, 2019, p. 18). 
The Business Case for Diversity and Inclusion 
As a democratic nation, we defend a person’s right to freedom and equality as pillars of 
our American principles. However, biases, racism, and sexism pervade our environments. To 
lessen these chronic pitfalls in our society and work environments, organizations have committed 
to educate and train their leaders and employees about the importance of diversity and inclusion. 
These training sessions are not implemented solely because it is a moral imperative, but are 
critical for the research and case studies that connect diversity and inclusion practices as a 




In the late 1980s, knowledge of the importance of diversity to business had already been 
cited (Johnston & Packer, 1987). Still, today’s research provides more data points and case 
studies that prove its value in organizational strategy. The most recent research from leading 
consulting firms offers the following data: 
 
Table 1. Diversity Research - Business Case Examples 
McKinsey & Company 
(Hunt et al., 2020) 
Companies in the top quartile of gender diversity on executive 
teams were 25% more likely to experience above-average 
profitability than peer companies.  
 
In the case of ethnic and cultural diversity, companies in the 
top quartile outperformed in terms of profitability in 2019, 
slightly up from 33% in 2017 and 35% in 2014.  
 
Boston Consulting Group 
(Lorenzo et al., 2017) 
 
Survey conclusion there is a significant correlation between the 
diversity of management teams and overall innovation. 
Companies with a more diverse leadership team report 45% 
higher innovation revenue. 
 
McKinsey’s latest research solidifies the business case for gender, ethnic, and cultural 
diversity in support of previous data, which began to reveal how companies were engaging with 
diversity and inclusion practices. A third of the firms McKinsey tracked over the past five years 
significantly improved with gender and ethnic diversity on their executive teams (Kalev, 2016). 
The cultural dynamics and transformation are critical differentiators for companies and support 
the need for employees to feel and perceive equality and fairness of opportunity in their 
workplace (Hunt et al., 2020), thus prompting the question: Is the same perception needed of the 
people that work in higher education? 
Placing Diversity and Inclusion in the Context of Higher Education 
The struggle for equality in higher education is inextricably tied to the political and social 




cases that argued “separate-but-equal”: segregation and integration in public schools and spaces. 
Two U.S. Supreme Court cases serve as key points in the timeline: Plessy v. Ferguson (1896), 
where the Separate Car Act required separate railway cars for Blacks and whites, and established 
the separate but equal doctrine. The landmark decision in Brown v. Board of Education of 
Topeka (1954) overturned Plessy v. Ferguson, holding that racial segregation in public schools 
was unconstitutional and a violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 
Notable cases were heard between the period 1896 to 1954, demonstrating our nation's 
racial and social justice struggles during the “Separate but Equal” and Jim Crow era. To form an 
understanding of how embedded structural racism was during this period, three legal cases are of 
particular importance. First, Murray v. Pearson (1935), a Maryland Court of Appeals decision, 
which found “the state has undertaken the function of education in the law, but has omitted 
students of one race from the only adequate provision made from it, and omitted them solely 
because of their color.” This case allowed for the successful integration of the University of 
Maryland Law School. However, it was only binding in Maryland. Second, McLaurin v. 
Oklahoma State Regents (1950), wherein the Supreme Court invalidated the University of 
Oklahoma's requirement that a Black student, admitted to a graduate program unavailable to him 
at the state's Black school, sit in separate sections of or in spaces adjacent to the classroom, 
library, and cafeteria. The case prohibited racial segregation in professional and graduate schools 
(339 U.S. 637, 1950). Lastly, in Sweatt v Painter (1950), the U.S. Supreme Court held that Texas 
failed to prove separate but equal education, prefiguring the future opinion in Brown that 
“separate but equal is inherently unequal.” When considering graduate education, the court held 




Herman Sweatt be admitted to the state university law school. A separate law school for Blacks 
was inadequate, unequal, and a violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 
On March 6, 1961, President John F. Kennedy issued an Executive Order mandating that 
projects financed with federal funds “take affirmative action” to ensure that hiring and 
employment practices are free of racial bias. To date, many lawsuits still exist to uphold a state’s 
obligation to funding and resources to high-poverty schools with high shares of children of color 
(Sanders, 2019). In 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson, during a speech at Howard University, 
defined affirmative action as the “practice” toward the aim of equality and stated that laws are not 
enough to remedy centuries of racism (American Association for Access, 2021). However, recent 
lawsuits were brought alleging that affirmative action admissions policies are effectively reverse 
discrimination. Those U.S. Supreme Court cases were Regents of the University of California v. 
Bakke (1978), Gratz v. Bollinger (2003), Grutter v. Bollinger (2003), and Fisher v. University of 
Texas (2016). Bakke ruled against the use of quotas but established that race can be one factor 
among many factors in admission policies and that diversity is an educational benefit. The Gratz, 
Grutter, and Fisher cases argued that universities should not use race as a factor in admission 
policies because it favored African American and Hispanic applicants over Whites and Asian 
Americans (Carter & Lippard, 2020). As of today, the decisions, while complex and nuanced, still 
support the use of race as one factor among many factors in admission policies, as well as 
support the educational benefits of diversity in higher education. In short, we are still a divided 
nation as to how to create social justice practices in higher education that can make all people 




Unlike the organizations studied by McKinsey and BCG, higher education has been slow to 
adopt innovative and progressive attitudes and practices toward diversity and inclusion for their 
workforce. 
Higher education’s lack of progression can be summarized as internal administrative, 
social inertia: the inability to create policies and practices to end the continued 
dominance of white, male, heterosexual perspectives whom for centuries have dominated 
most U.S. colleges and universities, and particularly at the top of historically white 
college and university hierarchies. At the most senior levels, it is white males controlling 
how colleges and universities are structured and operated and all manners of ultimate 
decision-making authority. (Chun & Evans, 2018, p. 221) 
Organizational change around diversity and inclusion does not occur rapidly in higher 
education. 
As institutions strive to deliver on their espoused goals, values, and mission to reflect 
the social and cultural demographics … many argue the importance of strategic diversity 
plans. While recruitment and retention initiatives for faculty, staff, and students remain a 
priority for institutions, it is becoming increasingly evident, particularly for the public 
good and sustainability, that diversity plans evidence progress and success. (Stanley 
et al., 2019, p. 255) 
Another important research study specific to the higher education environments indicates 
that some university boards have not established formal mechanisms for reviewing practices to 
ensure that the college administration is truly accountable for the diversity and inclusion of 
faculty, administrators, and students (Chun & Evans, 2015). Historically, college and universities' 
white top administrators and senior faculty members have failed to engage enough in the 
educational, diversity, and inclusion efforts necessary to create just and inclusive campus 
environments. To date, only a small body of research addresses how systematic diversity 
organizational learning can be implemented in higher education. As institutions of higher 
education analyze the current diversity landscape and develop new approaches, the pathway 
forward is often perilous, characterized by hidden minefields with few benchmarks or exemplars 




The Rise of Contingent Faculty in Higher Education 
The changing student landscape in higher education has given rise to the need for 
non-tenure-track (NTT) faculty to support the needs of nontraditional students. According to the 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 1993), nontraditional students, or adult learners, 
are the new majority in the classroom in any sector of higher education. These students are 
considered nontraditional if they identify with at least one of the following criteria: are at least 
25 years old, attend school part‐time, work full‐time, are a veteran, have children, wait at least 
one year after high school before entering college, have a GED instead of a high school diploma, 
are a first‐generation student (FGS), are enrolled in non-degree programs, or have re-entered a 
college program (MacDonald, 2018). 
Nontraditional students range from 25 to 75 years old; they may work full-time or part-
time, or be in between jobs; they may have children and other dependents, may potentially be 
working toward their first professional career experience, may be expanding skills-based 
competencies, or may be returning from active military service. Georgetown University Center 
on Education and the Workforce published a report that found that over the last 25 years, more 
than 70% of college students have been working while enrolled, and approximately 14 million 
college students face the challenge of balancing work, school, and other life priorities. 
(Carnevale et al., 2015, p. 10). The report explored working learners and found that students 
cannot work their way through college anymore to offset their debt; it also identified several 
policy changes that stand to help these students succeed. 
A non-tenure-track faculty workforce is necessary to support the needs of the 
nontraditional student population, as that faculty can teach part-time or full-time. Today, 




non-tenure-track (contingent) faculty, and 50% are part-time (adjunct) faculty (Yakoboski & 
Foster, 2014). A significant shift has taken place in the academic profession, with highly 
stratified and differentiated faculty career tracks. As summarized in a report published by Chun 
and Evans (2014), the non-tenure-track population has been sustained through reactive, just-in-
time hiring practices without the benefit of alignment with the overall mission and institutional 
workforce strategy. In many instances, this new faculty workforce model has not been calibrated 
to serve the needs of students nor the non-tenure-track faculty. Unlike in the private industry, 
colleges and universities have been slow to realize the value of strategic human resources in 
organizational success and the evolution of winning talent strategies. Refer to the previously 
cited Table 1 for business case examples of diversity research.  
Problem Statement 
The challenges that non-tenure-track faculty face require higher education to reconsider 
how to recruit, retain, and develop faculty strategically to build an inclusive and high-
performance workplace. More importantly, non-tenure-track faculty are often unable to access 
the resources and benefits available to tenure track faculty, including diversity, equity, and 
inclusion initiatives. This is by no means a matter of little import, as noted by the following data.  
The importance and impact it may potentially have on our higher education system and student 
experience are significant. 
In 2015, United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) conducted a study to 
examine the current experience of non-tenure-track faculty, stating that they play a significant 
role in postsecondary education but may not have the same job protections as tenured or tenure-
track faculty. Non-tenure-track faculty earn less, are less likely to have work-provided benefits, 




study, over the 2008–2012 Great Recession, the number of tenure-track faculty increased by 1%, 
while the number of full-time contingent faculty (non-tenure-track) increased by 11%, and part-
time faculty increased by 18% (GAO, 2017). A report by the American Association for 
University Professors (2018) states that in all US institutions combined, the percentage of 
instructional positions that are off the tenure track amounted to 73% in 2016. At all US institutions 
combined, the percentage of instructional positions that is off the tenure track amounted to 73 percent in 
2016, the latest year for which data are available. For the most part, these are insecure, unsupported 
positions with little job security and few protections for academic freedom. Depending on the institution, 
contingent faculty can be known as adjuncts, postdocs, TAs, non-tenure-track faculty, clinical faculty, 
part-timers, lecturers, instructors, or non-senate faculty (American Association of University 
Professors, 2018). 
Although contingent faculty members constitute the larger population of the higher 
education teaching workforce, they are not given adequate institutional support to perform their 
jobs. In addition, faculty in contingent positions are often cut out of department and institution-
wide planning. Due to the disconnection between the realities of faculty status and prevailing 
practices and policies of the profession, two AAUP standing committees, the Committee on 
Contingency and the Profession and the Committee on College and University Governance, 
established a joint subcommittee to study the issues and develop recommendations for the 
inclusion in governance of faculty holding contingent appointments (American Association of 
University Professors, 2018). 
Given our current national climate on racism and equality that students and faculty are 
experiencing during a pandemic environment; there is a need to expand the governance and 




faculty and for creating and implementing diversity and inclusion initiatives in academic 
institutions that equally support those faculty. 
Thus, as stated and supported by data, over the last decade, there have been exponential 
increases in non-tenured faculty, which represents a move away from the more traditional 
tenured faculty model. Considering the hierarchical elements of academia and the minimized 
authority and resources available to non-tenured faculty, an exploration of what is involved in 
the creation and implementation of a faculty diversity and inclusion initiative developed with and 
for a non-tenure-track faculty is warranted.  
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this research was to explore with a group of faculty and administrators in 
non-tenure-track schools within a tenure track environment to study their perceptions of what is 
required to develop and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative when they 
lack the authority and resources to do so. In the process of the study, the researcher had access to 
the community of the non-tenure-track school and the participants exploring the development of 
the DEI initiative. 
In the process of the study, the researcher had access to the community of the non-tenure-
track school and the participants exploring the development of the DEI initiative. The research 
questions were developed with a lens toward individual commitment, the diversity of the 
participants, and their lived experience. In further consideration of the challenges, a question was 






In order to carry out this purpose, the following research questions were addressed: 
1. How do participants describe their level of commitment to creating the diversity, 
equity, and inclusion initiative? 
2. How do the participants say roles and responsibilities are determined to develop 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
3. In what ways does a non-tenure-track environment impact the development of 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
4. How do the participants say they learned to manage the power dynamics in the non-
tenure-track environment? 
Research Method 
The primary data collection method was one-on-one, semi-structured interviews with 
approximately 15 non-tenure-track faculty and administrators. In order to achieve triangulation, 
secondary-level interviews with 6 administrators drawn from a pool of 12 administrators 
representing each of the divisions within the institution were conducted. The third method of 
data collection was to review all relevant documents. 
Anticipated Outcomes 
The anticipated outcomes of this study were to develop an understanding of how a non-
tenure-track school creates an initiative of diversity, equity, and inclusion in the Prestige 
Professional Studies (PPS) within Galaxy University. In the process of the study, the researcher 
had access to the results of a climate survey that provided insights to the non-tenure-track faculty 
experience in the Prestige Professional Studies (PPS) and the cultural dynamics involved 




Assumptions of the Study 
The study was based on the following assumptions: 
1. The increase of non-tenure-track faculty has far-reaching implications for colleges 
and universities, students, and other stakeholders. 
2. The development of a faculty diversity, equity, and inclusion committee, which 
includes non-tenure-track faculty, will improve the perceived experience for all 
faculty. 
3. The study will provide research that indicates to other schools how to lead a diversity 
culture shift in higher education. 
4. The study will shed light on how to create a paradigm shift at Galaxy University, a 
Research level I university (historically white college with historically white 
leadership and administrators and faculty) to develop a diversity, equity, and 
inclusion effort in a non-tenure-track environment. 
Rationale and Significance 
The rationale for this study was based on a need for higher education to acknowledge and 
adapt to the evolution of the new faculty workforce model. This is not a new concept, as 
discussions and examinations of the changing landscape have been monitored by national 
government agencies and private institutions interested in the presence and impact of contingent 
faculty on the student and faculty campus experience. 
This study has the potential to alter perceptions of non-tenure-track faculty in higher 
education and make changes to the culture of institutions and far-reaching implications for 
colleges and universities, students, faculty themselves, and other stakeholders. As such, that 




However, such planning and decision-making do not occur in a vacuum; rather, they are 
influenced by the environment in which higher education functions, particularly its financial 
climate. 
The potential significance of this study is that it may impact the support and resources 
non-tenure-track faculty currently have access to, thereby empowering them via inclusive 
practices. A study that focuses on the diversity, equity, and inclusive practices in support of an 
underrepresented group should create the fundamental buy-in from tenure-track faculty, as well 
as university and school leadership. Another factor that favors the rationale and significance of 
this study is the lack of exemplars available to higher education to “analyze the current diversity 
landscape and develop new approaches, the pathway forward … perilous, characterized by 
hidden [political] minefields with few benchmarks” (Chun & Evans, 2018, p. 6). 
Prestige Professional Studies (PPS) —the site for this study—is situated within Galaxy 
University. I had an opportunity to explore a path forward to create non-tenure-track 
inclusiveness among the broader Galaxy University faculty community. The study provided a 
platform for identifying practices with the potential for progress in higher education diversity 
learning and culture shifts and examined the barriers that prevent a diversity culture and 
paradigm shift across a highly decentralized campus landscape. 
Lastly, the study provided an opportunity to gather the perceptions, ideas, and 
experiences of non-tenure-track faculty in a higher education landscape that cannot survive 
without them but does not accept them as a legitimate faculty group. 
Researcher’s Perspectives 
I am a first-generation American who learned to speak English when I was sent to my 




parents are believers in the deliverance of tireless hard work and an unquestionable work ethic. 
Like them, I learned to assimilate and worked harder than most of my peers just to be an average 
student. My experience as a first-generation, low-income female has given me opportunities to 
develop an empathic point of view—in particular, for female minorities. I have created a 
curriculum in the district of middle and high schools to support the larger Black/Latinx 
community to understand the pathway for college readiness. I was motivated to create this 
curriculum as the challenges I faced early on were related to my parents’ lack of awareness. 
Despite my parents' good intentions, they did not know the necessary steps to prepare for 
college. 
The researcher is the mother of a child who began college in 2020, and another beginning 
high school. My older daughter attended a predominantly white, private, Catholic high school, 
where she experienced discrimination and bullying. Still, she was able to manage and reduce its 
crippling impact by proving herself with school leadership. My younger daughter also attended 
the same school and determined that she did not feel welcome, lobbying her opinion in a tract 
that she should attend the public school where she would feel more like “everyone else.” 
From the personal to the professional, I have been dedicated to the advancement of DEI 
practices to increase awareness, combat bias through learning, and empower minority children 
and adults for greater access to educational and professional development. 
Definitions 
Diversity: Includes but is not limited to race, color, ethnicity, nationality, religion, socio-
economic status, veteran status, education, marital status, language, age, gender, gender 
expression, gender identity, sexual orientation, mental or physical ability, genetic information, 




Equity: The guarantee of fair treatment, access, opportunity, and advancement for all 
while striving to identify and eliminate barriers that have prevented the full participation of some 
groups. The principle of equity acknowledges that there are historically under-served and under-
represented populations and that fairness regarding these unbalanced conditions is needed to 
assist equality in the provision of effective opportunities for all groups. 
Inclusion: Authentically bringing traditionally excluded individuals and/or groups into 
processes, activities, and decision/policymaking in a way that shares power and ensures equal 
access to opportunities and resources. 
Diversity Management: The process of management built on a set of values that 
recognize the differences between people as a potential strength for the organization (De Cieri & 
Kramar, 2005). Other definitions go further by referring to the “systematic and planned 
commitment by organizations to recruit, retain, reward, and promote a heterogeneous mix of 
employees” (Ivancevich & Gilbert, 2000, p. 75). 
Affirmative Action:  A set of procedures designed to eliminate unlawful discrimination 
among applicants, remedy the results of such prior discrimination, and prevent such 
discrimination in the future. Applicants may be seeking admission to an educational program or 
looking for professional employment. In modern American jurisprudence, it typically imposes 
remedies against discrimination on the basis of, at the very least, race, creed, color, and national 
origin (Cornell Law School, n.d.). 
Non-tenure-track faculty a.k.a. Contingent faculty: Non-tenure-track faculty account for 
about half of all faculty appointments in American higher education. The nontenure track 
consists of two major groups: those who teach part-time and those who teach full-time but are 




those full-time faculty members who hold positions off the tenure track at institutions with a 
system of academic tenure. 
To assess the full scope of the number of faculty who work outside the tenure system, 
one must combine several categories. Some part-time faculty members never work full-time, and 
some non-tenure-track faculty members are never part-time, but for many others, their 
appointments may vary from full-time to part-time from semester to semester or year to year, 
depending on fluctuations in funding and enrollment. 
The American Association of University Professors report on the Status of Non-Tenure-
Track Faculty offers the following description of the state of the categories described above: 
Some faculty members in each category are employed exclusively in the classroom, 
the laboratory, or the clinic. We also eschew the customary term “temporary” faculty 
because the data demonstrate that typically such appointments are not temporary but 
rather continue indefinitely.… Institutions that assign a significant percentage of 
instruction to faculty members in whom they make a minimal professional investment 
undercut their own commitment to quality. Academic programs and a tenure system are 
not stable when institutions rely heavily on non-tenure-track faculty who receive few, if 
any, opportunities for professional advancement, whose performance may not be 
regularly reviewed or rewarded, and who may be shut out of the governing structures of 
the departments and institutions that appoint them. (American Association of University 
Professors, 1993) 
At the Prestige Professional Studies, there are senior and associate faculty who are listed 
below in hierarchical order: 
• Professors of Professional Practice 
• Associate Professors of Professional Practice 
• Senior Lecturers in Discipline 
• Lecturers in Discipline 
• Adjunct Lecturer 
• Adjunct Associate Lecturer 
Tenure-track faculty: The tenure track is a professor’s pathway to promotion and 
academic job security. It’s the process by which an assistant professor becomes and an associate 




universities; however, not all teaching and research positions at these institutions are on a tenure 
track. An assistant professorship is the entry-level tenure-track position; lecturers and adjuncts 
are not on the tenure-track. 
Nontraditional students: A student who is not a first-time, full-time, straight out of high 
school, living in residence, college student. This means that any student that identifies as any of 
the following categories is non-traditional: 
• Commuter (part-time, full-time, dependents other than a spouse/partner, works 
 full-time while enrolled) 
• Veteran 
• Adult learners (25 years and over) 
Research I University: Carnegie Classification defined Research I universities as those 
that: 
• Offer a full range of baccalaureate programs 
• Are committed to graduate education through the doctorate 
• Give high priority to research 
• Award 50 or more doctoral degrees each year 
• Receive annually $40 million or more in federal support 




Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Purpose 
The purpose of this research was to explore with a group of faculty and administrators in 
non-tenure-track schools within a tenure track environment to study their perceptions of what is 
required to develop and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative when they 
lack the authority and resources to do so. In the process of the study, the researcher had access to 
the community of the non-tenure-track school and the participants exploring the development of 
the DEI initiative. 
Introduction 
In order to provide a theoretical base for the study, the literature review examined 
research in two major areas: (1) the importance of diversity, equity, and inclusion, and (2) the 
significance of adult learning theory in this study, and a review of how adults in this study learn 
to create and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. 
Rationale for Topics 
The goal of the literature review is to examine the social and political forces impacting 
diversity, equity, and inclusion, and non-tenure-track faculty in higher education. The research is 
grounded in adult learning theory to examine how the non-tenure-track faculty initiate diversity, 
equity, and inclusion (DEI) in their academic institution. The literature review will establish why 
the research problem is warranted and provides a historical context for the progression of DEI—
in particular, DEI initiatives in organizations including higher education and the current state of 




appointments.” The researcher will also examine how the participation of non-tenure track 
faculty has altered the faculty workforce models in the last decade. Lastly, the literature review 
seeks to develop an understanding of how the research problem relates to adult learning and 
contributes to the development of the conceptual framework that encompasses the elements of 
the research problems. 
Each topic was researched using JSTOR, Google Scholar, the American Association of 
University Professors, and online resources, including the Harvard Business Review, McKinsey 
and Company, and several university databases and public information on their websites 
regarding DEI and non-tenure track faculty. Research in the field of Adult Learning Theory was 
sourced in part from books and textbooks of central figures in the field of study, including 
Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), ProQuest, and Dissertation Abstracts. The 
review consists of research on the topics since the signing of Title VII into law in 1964, to 
emerging research, journal articles, periodicals, historical data, databases over the last 60 years, 
and other sources (e.g., white papers, think tank research, government databases, and corporate 
research). Search terms included the key words diversity, inclusion, equity, gender, higher 
education, non-tenure-track, part-time faculty, contingent faculty, women, formal and informal 
learning, critical reflection, self-directed learning, and adult learning theory in several varied 
combinations. 
The conceptual framework that informed and guided the research will be described in the 




Topic I: The Intersection of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion 
and Higher Education Literature 
Historical Context—Contrasting Views of How the Need Developed 
In Chapter 1, the history of diversity, equity, and inclusion was presented across the 
broader national landscape. From the Civil War to Title VII, the evolution of how diversity has 
become part of the national narrative can be demonstrated in the policies that exist today in 
organizations and in higher education. However, the process to get to where present-day 
organizations have positions for Chief Diversity Officers has been a long road. As evidenced by 
the introduction to this study, we examine the pre- and post-Civil War era racial discrimination 
to the early DEI advocates who pointed to the benefits of diversifying the workforce and the 
changing demographics of the national population (Thomas, 1990, 1991). 
In 1993, Taylor Cox, the winner of the George Terry Book Award, which is given by the 
National Academy of Management to the book judged as having made the most outstanding 
contribution to the advancement of management knowledge, framed the diversity challenge: 
In U.S. organizations, formal efforts to eliminate discrimination started to appear in 
the late 1960s in response to legislative mandate. At that time, it was assumed that if 
white women, African-Americans, Latinos, Asians, and other people gained access to 
jobs, they would advance equally with white men. The hierarchical progression of a 
diverse mix of employees is still generally untrue. (Ivancevich & Gilbert, 2000, p. 76) 
The practice of diversity management is nuanced and varies depending on the culture of 
each organization. Thomas and Ely (1996) proposed that how organizations approach diversity is 
distinguished by the degree of varied knowledge and perspectives that members of different 
identity groups bring, and thus incorporate into an organization’s strategies, operations, and 
practices. Ewoh (2013) states that for public managers “to prepare the 21st-century workforce, 
this analysis acknowledges that managing and valuing diversity approaches require the sum total 




(p. 118). However, sentiments about diversity management are complex. “There is also a 
reluctance to address several dilemmas of diversity management, such as the backlash against a 
commitment to diversity, the disappointment and anger of women and minorities, and systematic 
resistance within organizations to value differences” (Ivancevich & Gilbert, 2000, pg. 75). 
The evolution of diversity, equity, and inclusion, often referred to as diversity 
management, has been impacted by the generations that have employed its purpose: to create 
equality among all people regardless of any characteristic of their person. In 2005, Deloitte 
University set out to understand the meaning of diversity management across varied ages, 
genders, races/ethnicities, orientations, and in particular, today’s youngest leaders, Millennials.  
The findings of the study concluded that among the varied generations, “Millennials frame 
diversity as a means to a business outcome, which is in stark contrast to older generations that 
view diversity through the lens of morality (the right thing to do), compliance, and equality” 
(Smith & Turner, 2015, p. 7). 
Respondents in Generation X and Baby Boomer generations most commonly define 
diversity as a representation of and fairness to all individuals and their various identifiers of 
gender, race, religion, ethnicity, and sexual orientation. While older generations aim to ensure 
that the mix of people on a team account for all of the above identifiers, “Millennials look past 
these identifiers to focus on the knowledge, experience, and unique insights individuals bring 
forth” (Smith & Turner, 2015, p. 7). 
The diversity of an individual, as defined by Millennials, now includes the term cognitive 
diversity. Cognitive diversity and its resulting form of inclusion are strongly related to 
innovation. In 2014, Columbia Business School Senior Vice Dean Katherine Phillips said,  
The conclusion I draw from decades of research from organizational scientists, 




teams capable of innovating, you need diversity. Diversity enhances creativity. It 
encourages the search for novel information and perspectives, leading to better decision 
making and problem-solving. Diversity can improve the bottom line of companies and 
lead to unfettered discoveries. Even simply being exposed to diversity can change the 
way you think. (p. 43) 
What is significant about the change in perception from older to younger generations is 
that the passing of time justified the calls for the current Millennial perspective—a complex, 
incredibly nuanced view of diversity and inclusion that is now integral to the success of any goal 
or project. Early advocates knew that focusing only on the demographic imperative in diversity 
narrowed the perspective of diversity management and would result in an incomplete 
transformation of organizational culture (Thomas, 1991). 
In contrast, other studies have attempted to address how generational differences, groups 
shaped by social-historical contexts, have varying attitudes toward motivation and leadership 
style, and consequently, DEI initiatives in the workplace. A study conducted by Costanza et al. 
(2012) found that studies among varied generations do not support the notion that there are 
systematic, substantive differences among generations in work-related outcomes. In short, there 
are no discernable patterns of relative differences of older versus younger generations in their 
work attitudes, such as motivation, satisfaction, turnover, and, subsequently, diversity 
management. 
Based on various studies, we can safely deduce that diversity management is not defined 
by generational contextual factors alone, and how it is leveraged in organizations and higher 
education depends on employee experience, organizational cultures, and individual beliefs. As 
stated in the Smith and Turner (2015) report published by Deloitte University, respondents felt 
that traditional diversity and inclusion models are limited by leaders’ current emphasis on 
one-dimensional identifiers of gender, race, ethnicity, and sexual orientation … and that 
programs aimed at diversity and inclusion should instead focus on improved business 
opportunities and outcomes as a result of the acceptance of individualism, collaboration, 




The Development of DEI Initiatives in Higher Education 
In 2016, the Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, Office of the Under 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Education published a report, Advancing Diversity and Inclusion 
in Higher Education: Key Data Highlights Focusing on Race and Ethnicity and Promising 
Practices (King et al., 2016). This was a first-of-its-kind study, where the government attempted 
to demonstrate how previous administrations instituted policies and practices to advance DEI in 
higher education. The executive summary sets out that the Department of Education is 
committed to the promotion of student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness 
by fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access. What a researcher can observe 
from the government’s choice of words is the connection between an organizational DEI 
imperative for making “good business sense” to the notion that a “diverse education is integral to 
a student’s global competitiveness” (p. 1). 
The report further lists the continuing educational inequities that persist in higher 
education. The following statistics are important to detail given the social imperative to create 
policies at the governmental and educational levels, and the global business landscape to remedy 
the prevailing prejudicial behaviors still impacting society: 
• During the past 50 years, the U.S. has seen racial and ethnic disparities in higher 
education enrollment and attainment, as well as gaps in earnings, employment, and 
other related outcomes for communities of color. While the share of the population 
with a high school diploma has risen over time for Hispanic, Black, white, and Asian 
adult U.S. residents, the gap in bachelor’s degree attainment has widened for both 
Black and Hispanic adults compared to white adults. Specifically, the gap in 
bachelor’s degree attainment has doubled, from 9% to 20% for Hispanic residents 
since 1974 and 6% to 13% for Black residents since 1964. This has significant effects 
on students’ lives; among all races and ethnicities, there are significant gaps in post-
college earnings and employment between those with only a high school diploma and 
those with a bachelor’s degree. 
 
• Gaps in college opportunities have contributed to diminished social mobility (e.g., the 




and gaps in college opportunities are, in turn, influenced by disparities in students’ 
experiences before graduating from high school. This is particularly true for people of 
color, who share many of the same childhood and educational experiences as low-
income and first-generation college students. For instance, research shows that one of 
the factors most likely to negatively contribute to the racial and ethnic gap in college 
completion is elementary and high school segregation. Studies have documented the 
impacts associated with racial and economic isolation in schools and neighborhoods, 
such as more significant stress that interferes with learning and less familiarity with 
information and skills that are necessary for future success. Students of color also, on 
average, have less access to advanced high school coursework and counselors who 
are focused on preparing students for enrolling in postsecondary education. 
 
• The participation of underrepresented students of color decreases at multiple points 
across the higher education pipeline, including at application, admission, enrollment, 
persistence, and completion. A smaller proportion of Black or Hispanic high school 
graduates than white graduates enroll in college, and more than 80% of Hispanic, 
Black, and Asian students have a gap between their financial needs and grants and 
scholarships, compared with 71% for white undergraduate students. Moreover, degree 
completion rates are lower among Black and Hispanic students than white and Asian 
students; nearly half of Asian students who enrolled in postsecondary education 
complete a bachelor’s degree, compared with fewer than one in five Hispanic and 
about one in five Black students. 
 
• The interaction of race and ethnicity, family income, and parental education can 
influence educational and labor market outcomes. In 2009, six-year bachelor's degree 
attainment among postsecondary undergraduate students beginning in the 2003–04 
school year was higher for white and Asian students compared with Black and 
Hispanic students, even after taking into account family income—a measure of one 
aspect of socioeconomic status. Moreover, students of color whose parents completed 
college were twice as likely as first-generation college students to earn a bachelor’s 
degree. 
 
The opportunity to review the above data helps to bring into focus diversity, equity, and 
inclusion practices across all measures of human progress as a priority. 
The oppressive cycles that limit opportunities to the children of diverse, minority people 
and the lack of remedy allow for gaps in opportunities to increase. As shown in the data provided 
by the DOE 2016 report (Kena et al., 2016): 
In addition to data broken down by race and ethnicity, disaggregation of outcomes 
by family income and parental education within each race and ethnicity group offers 
additional insights about disparities in college completion and postgraduate salaries. 




o In 2009, bachelor’s degree attainment among beginning postsecondary 
undergraduate students was higher for white and Asian students compared to 
Black and Hispanic students, even after accounting for family income. 
 
o For Hispanic, Black, white, and Asian undergraduate students, students whose 
parents completed college were twice as likely as first-generation students to 
attain a bachelor’s degree. 
 
o In 2012, postgraduate salaries among white and Asian students were higher than 
those of Black and Hispanic students, particularly among students who came from 
low and middle-income families. 
 
o Within the same race or ethnicity, bachelor’s graduates expect to make about the 
same salary regardless of the college completion of their parents. 
 
While research, articles, higher education mission statements, and DEI initiatives point to 
the importance of DEI initiatives, this does not translate into improved practices, as 
demonstrated in the viewpoints of influential public and private figures. For example, the 
President of George Washington University was called upon to resign when in February 2020, he 
made a racially insensitive comment followed by the release of a five-year strategic plan to make 
the university “whiter and richer” (Anderson, 2020). This attitude, prevalent today, is an 
indication of the attitudes that have been central to systemic racism and discrimination via 
bigoted societal narratives. In a recent article in Fast Company, “Why the ‘Business Case’ for 
Diversity Isn’t Working,” Sarah Kaplan (2020) cites, “Throughout much of the 1980s, President 
Ronald Reagan’s administration actively sought to end affirmative action, arguing that diversity 
undermined meritocracy.” The theme was echoed by President George W. Bush with his 
comments about “the soft bigotry of low expectations,” as a means of stating that racial or ethnic 
diversity could not yield success. More recently, Google’s diversity initiatives were assailed by 
former employee James Damore (2017), when he stated that “Google’s ideological echo 
chamber,” aimed to correct discriminating practices at the organization, was a form of reverse 




In the face of these attacks, those seeking to create equal opportunities for people of all 
races and genders turned to “business case” rationalizations. Terms just as “the business case for 
women” or the “business case for diversity” arose first in the late 1980s as a coping strategy for 
attacks on social justice action” (Kaplan, 2020). These attitudes are prevalent in every facet, 
landscape, environment, and society of the DEI conversation. 
A report from the U.S. Department of Education in 2016 provided demographics and the 
changes or lack thereof facing underrepresented students and families. The benefit of knowing 
the statistics provides a starting place, a new location for measuring the developing programs 
created to support the practice of DEI in higher education and, more broadly, society. Data exist 
to demonstrate a positive impact, such as Deloitte’s report (Smith & Turner, 2015), BCG 
(Lorenzo et al., 2017), and McKinsey (Hunt et al., 2020). More individualized research in 
specific sectors of higher education and business is needed to counter-balance the broader 
studies. 
The Impact of DEI Practices in Higher Education Administration 
In Chapter 1, the challenges of DEI were placed in the context of higher education, and 
the rise of part-time, contingent faculty, also referred to as non-tenure-track faculty. This section 
will delve into the DEI practices in higher education that are created to solve the gaps in the 
DOE’s 2016 report. 
Higher education has taken note of and has been invariably impacted by the popular 
discourse that DEI is key for success in business outcomes, even in the time of a pandemic 
(Armin, 2019; Chapman, 2020). However, a business, corporate culture is very different from the 
environment of a college campus, where students are pushing for diversity progress in all layers 




Lives Matter movement and the abuse of power, and alleged criminality of police in the deaths 
of Michael Brown and George Floyd have changed the “the diversity discussion” in an era of 
increasing racial and economic segregation during the COVID-19 pandemic. We are in a critical 
time where not just the youth, but all people with our varied, diverse dimensions are demanding 
change in the systemic racism that exists in the United States (Chang, 2016). There has never 
been a more critical time for higher education in the post-Civil Rights era to act in the creation of 
DEI policies that will impact every bureaucratic, hierarchical layer. 
The student perspective toward DEI is essential, as it is, in large part, the catalyst for why 
higher education and campuses began to respond. It was not until students began to pressure the 
leadership of their schools to act that the leadership made the first steps toward token 
approaches. According to Chun and Evans (2018), these actions were seen to be in opposition to 
the holistic strategies desired by students; for universities and colleges to examine their pervasive 
symbols, norms, and historical institutional identity. Academic institutions need to understand 
the crucial role they play in creating a campus culture for students and administrators that fosters 
safe, comfortable environments, which encompass cross-cultural engagement across racial, 
ethnic, socioeconomic, gender, sexual orientation, and religious differences. 
A 2007 qualitative study of five predominantly white campuses in three different 
geographical locations, with 278 students, found institutional negligence in diversity educational 
processes (Harper & Hurtado, 2007). The researcher identified nine themes across these 
campuses, including that race discussions were considered taboo and a topic to be avoided across 
campus, except in ethnic studies classes; few spaces on campus shared cultural ownership, and 
most students admitted to having few friends from differing racial and ethnic backgrounds 




DEI strategies with a combination of diverse organizational learning goals. These strategies and 
goals are created to incorporate representation and participation of students and academic and 
administrative leaders throughout schools, colleges, departments, and faculties (Chun & Evans, 
2018). 
A few universities that serve as examples of addressing the call for DEI initiatives are 
Brown University (2016), which responded to a 2015 student demand wherein they requested 
mandatory diversity training for all members of the Brown community. Brown responded with a 
working draft of the Diversity and Inclusion Action Plan, which promised a $100 million 
investment in diversity. This also included a commitment to hire 60 faculty members from 
historically underrepresented groups over a five- to seven-year period. 
The University of Michigan in 2016 announced a plan that would center on three 
strategic goals: (1) the creation of an equitable and inclusive campus climate, (2) recruiting and 
retaining a diverse community, and (3) supporting inclusive and innovative leadership. The plan 
required that the 49 academic and administrative units develop their plans in accordance with the 
three main goals. In addition, the university required the participation of faculty in the Inclusive 
Teaching Professional Development Program to be considered for tenure, promotions, and 
evaluations. 
Students are not the only ones calling for change. In an open letter sent on July 4, 2020, 
over 350 Princeton University faculty members demanded that the university take anti-racist 
action and listed 48 demands to be acknowledged and given priority (Michaels, 2020). Below are 
examples cited directly from the letter: 
• Enforce repercussions (as in, no hires) for departments that show no progress in 
appointing faculty of color. Reject search authorization applications and offers that 





• Require anti-bias training for all faculty participating in faculty searches, coupled 
with a requirement that all departments applying for search authorization specify in 
their submission to the DOE how they will identify and recruit scholars of color. 
 
• Provide additional human resources for the support of junior faculty of color. 
Princeton’s institutional membership in the National Center for Faculty Development 
and Diversity is not on its own sufficient. Consider the hiring, under the auspices of 
Counseling and Psychological Services and/or the Office of Institutional Equity and 
Diversity, of additional staff and professional coaches. They are trained to address the 
unique demands and pressures faced by faculty of color. It should not fall solely to 
faculty of color to mentor and support one another. 
The letter is thorough and begins by addressing University-wide requests for DEI; 
however, 48 demands later, there is no mention of non-tenure-track, part-time, contingent 
faculty. Princeton is known for its commitment to building a strong, long-term instructional team 
and maintaining a low number of part-time faculty, which at only 13%, is far below the national 
average of 52.4% (College Factual, 2020). Nonetheless, the fact that a letter written by faculty 
failed to mention part-time faculty by name underscores how their representation is often 
overlooked. Additionally, Princeton University fails to follow equitable compensation practices 
for full-time female faculty, who in October 2020 were awarded over a million dollars in back 
pay after demonstrating that between 2012 and 2014, 106 women who were in full professor 
positions were paid less than their male colleagues. The university also agreed to conduct 
statistical analyses to determine any other significant discrimination against women professors, 
as well as pay for equity training for its staff (Gupta, 2020; Tomlinson, 2020). 
According to the American Association of University Professors (AAUP, 2019), which 
publishes an annual survey of faculty salaries with data from more than 900 institutions, last 
year’s nationwide averages showed salaries for women across all ranks and departments were 
81.4% of those for men, and in the last decade “the overall gender pay gap has not budged (and 




The Impact of DEI Practices on Faculty 
Higher education institutions have made numerous attempts to diversify the professoriate 
in the past 30 years. Yet the percentage of faculty who identify as women in some fields or from 
underrepresented minority groups across fields remains stubbornly low, and research shows the 
hiring process itself contributes to a less diverse faculty. In Taking the Measure of Faculty 
Diversity, Finkelstein et al. (2016) begin by asking, “ Nearly a half-century after Title IX and 
affirmative action policies promised to transform the demographic profile of the American 
faculty, how far has American higher education progressed toward the goal of diversification?” 
Other researchers specifically addressing faculty diversity in higher education assert the 
following: 
Focusing on the role of bias within traditional faculty hiring processes is warranted 
for several reasons. First, despite the growing diversity of under-graduate and graduate 
students across fields/disciplines, the diversification of faculty in terms of race and 
gender has  been slow, and in some disciplines/fields, nonexistent. Faculty gender 
disparities are most common within certain STEM fields, but are also present within the 
social sciences and humanities. (O'Meara et al., 2020) 
The number of Black and African American, Latino, and American Indian or Alaskan 
Native faculty members, groups that are historically underrepresented in higher education in 
most fields/disciplines, has also not kept pace with the number of students from these groups 
earning doctoral degrees. “Moreover, studies show that gender and racial diversity is lacking 
across institutional types, although most pronounced among doctoral-granting institutions … yet 
the field lacks clear, compelling, and synthesized guidance as to how to make this happen” 
(O'Meara et al., 2020). 
While there are several studies and research related to the state of full-time faculty 
diversity and pipeline and hiring problems (O’Meara et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2020; Urgessa, 




who are often underrepresented and unsupported in higher education, despite representing the 
majority of the faculty workforce model. As provided in Chapter 1, in 2016, higher education 
institutions hired 30,865 full-time, non-tenure-track instructional faculty, but only 21,511 full-
time, tenure-track faculty. The non-tenure-track jobs, for the most part, are insecure, unsupported 
positions with little job security and few protections for academic freedom (AAUP, 2018). The 
Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS) compiled data from 1993, 2003, and 
2013 to compare and contrast the change in the faculty workforce model over 20 years, as shown 
in Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Distribution of Faculty by Appointment Type, 1993, 2003, 2013 
 
Source: Finkelstein et al. (2016)  
 
The data provided allow an appreciation of the growth and significant change in the 
faculty workforce model, with the majority of part-time and non-tenure-track faculty also 
referred to as “contingent appointments,” which are documented to lack the resources, benefits, 
and protections of tenure or a planned long-term relationship with an institution. The lack of 
protection is also appreciable by data provided by the American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP, 2018), which reports that part-time faculty are less often included in 
 1993 2003 2013 Change 1993-2013 
 No. of 
Faculty 














Total Full-Time 530,550 59.9 624,238 53.8 696,402 47.8 165,852 31.3 
Tenured 274,894 31.0 282,831 24.4 306,742 21.0 31,848 11.6 
Tenure Track 111,831 12.6 127,556 11.0 124,550 8.5 12,719 11.4 
Non-Tenure 
Track 
143,825 16.2 213,841 18.4 264,110 18.2 121,285 84.3 
Total Part-Time 354,991 40.1 536,215 46.2 761,290 52.2 406,299 114.5 




governance than their full-time non-tenure-track colleagues, and a substantial majority of 
respondents (88%) indicated that non-tenure-track faculty are not compensated for their service 
in governance. 
To the credit of the AAUP, with the aim of creating equity and inclusion, and changing 
the disconnect between the realities of faculty status and prevailing practices and policies of the 
profession, they created two standing committees—the Committee on Contingency and the 
Profession and the Committee on College and University Governance. These committees study 
the issues and develop recommendations for the inclusion in governance of faculty holding 
contingent appointments (Committee on Contingent Faculty and the Profession, 2014). 
A brief snapshot of the percentages of full-time teaching staff versus part-time non-
tenure-track faculty in Table 3 demonstrates the differences in representation. An observer can 
clearly see that the universities in New York City have a very high percentage of non-tenure, 
part-time faculty. 
 
Table 3. Distribution of Full-Time Faculty and Adjunct (Part-time Non-faculty or 
Non-tenure Track) 
 
University Full-Time Teaching Staff 
Adjunct (part-time non-faculty or 
non-tenure track) 
Harvard 86% 13% 
Cornell 90% 5% 
Princeton 85% 13% 
Stanford 91% 8% 
NYU 46% 54% 
Columbia 28% 72% 
 




While 2015 is regarded as the year higher education began to analyze and develop new 
approaches to the diversity, equity, and inclusion policies, there is little to show in more recent 
data that any change has taken place to support the part-time, non-tenure-track faculty. The 
Annual Report of the Economic Status of the Profession, 2019-2020 (Harmon et al., 2020), 
states, “Despite our rigorous data validation processes, data on part-time faculty compensation 
are inherently messy and unreliable because of the lack of standards for tracking and reporting 
part-time faculty in general” (p. 12). Nonetheless, the AAUP’s survey is the largest source of 
such data and may serve as a reminder that the rates of pay offered to part-time faculty members 
by some institutions remain appallingly low by any reasonable standards. Most faculty members 
who are paid per course section do not receive either retirement or medical benefit contributions. 
The report further goes on to state that the COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted some of the 
inequities entrenched in our higher education system. It has revealed the indifference of some 
administrators, trustees, and legislators to the lives of contingent faculty members, who now 
make up the majority of faculty members in the country. It has laid bare the disparities in faculty 
salary, medical benefits, and job security that underwrite a veritable caste system in U.S. colleges 
and universities (Harmon et al., 2020). 
Of importance to this study is recognizing the extent to which gender, racial, and ethnic 
minorities are represented in part-time, non-tenured faculty among contingent appointments. In 
Finkelstein et al.’s (2016) report, data compared from the years 1993, 2003, and 2013 show an 
astronomical increase in women in part-time appointments versus full-time tenure track 
appointments, 238% and 177%, respectively (p. 14). African American women’s proportionate 
presence among all female full-time faculty has remained virtually unchanged in two decades 




time faculty during this period, while their proportionate presence among the tenured full-time 
female faculty actually declined from 6.3% to 5.8% between 1993 and 2013. 
While the situation has improved for Asian American and Non-Resident Alien women 
the most, underrepresented minority women more modestly, and white women the least, the 
numerical dominance of white women in 1993 continued largely unchanged in 2013. Finkelstein 
et al. (2016) conclude that 
while these affirmative action cases focus mainly on aggrieved, would-be higher 
education students, our focus, for immediate purposes, is on efforts to further diversify 
the faculty. After all, we submit that the faculty comprise the essential core of a college 
or university, its epicenter. In many ways the faculty epitomize the values of their 
institutions. They serve, too, in important ways as role models for their students; for that 
to occur for all students, diversity in the faculty ranks is crucial. Further intensification of 
efforts to diversify the faculty remains, in our view, is an imperative for American higher 
education. (p.16) 
The context provided of the state of part-time, non-tenure track, and contingent faculty 
serves to show that the DEI strategies that took hold in 2015 after the Black Lives Matter 
movement did not include concern for the treatment of part-time faculty or their equity and 
inclusion into the academic landscape. Next, we explore the challenges in developing programs. 
Higher Education DEI Initiative Development: Challenges, Issues, and Recommendations 
In October 2019, a Harvard EdCast entitled “Colleges as Courageous Spaces” began by 
addressing that leading equity and inclusion efforts on college campuses is vital but challenging 
and stressful, as it cannot be a one-person job. The individual being interviewed was Dr. Richard 
Reddick, the first-ever associate dean for equity, community, engagement, and outreach at the 
University of Texas at Austin. He discussed how most college and university leaders recognize 
the importance of DEI, but that it does not always translate to successes, measurable or perceived 




The interview was impactful and inspirational, even in its identification of the failures. 
Here was an expert who confirmed why DEI initiatives are so challenging to begin and to 
succeed in their goals. In the interview, Dr. Reddick positioned the challenge and potential 
solutions in an appreciable humanistic way by stating that diversity officers in higher education 
are aware that the DEI strategies and outcomes will be as varied as the campuses themselves—
that “there is no paint by numbers approach.” He concluded that any strategy as such is doomed 
to fail. (Anderson, 2019). 
The unvarnished response of Dr. Reddick is indicative of what higher education, college, 
and university administration face. The questions of where to begin the work, how is it done, 
how to make people accountable for the delicate balance of the community approach, day-to-
day, on-campus relationships, and the maturity and depth of leadership required were all made 
measurable and operational. Dr. Reddick emphasized that the challenge is nuanced, and the need 
to foster an idea made quantifiable and embraced by all is herculean and fragile. (Anderson, 
2019). 
The textbook response of how to initiate a DEI strategy in higher education is necessary 
to create the framework. There are a few examples; however, recommendations provided by 
researchers in this area of study do exist. While many institutions are willing to initiate diversity, 
equity, and inclusion strategies, it is often in the implementation that frustrations and challenges 
are most noted. The answers for how to begin are logical and rational, but the practice is hardest, 
and as noted earlier, measurable and accountable of goals. However, not all researchers agree 
that this is the nexus to moving forward; an alternative view is that the struggle is to guide a 





The concern of “window-dressing” or branding initiatives can create a sense of failing 
before beginning, and the rhetoric by universities must prove actionable and actioned 
immediately, at least to some degree. A step forward can be an institutional audit or a 
departmental climate survey to begin assessing the current perception of the institution and 
commitment by others in the community to be part of a DEI initiative. Research has shown that 
the mere presence of pre-diversity and DEI structures, such as statements, plans, awards, and 
training programs, can begin to create a sense of fairness, even in the absence of evidence that 
these structures can make a real difference (Kaiser et al., 2013). 
The concern is that without measurable and accountable practices, a university will 
continue to perpetuate the institutional racism and bias still found in higher education. Again, 
failures of this kind will unavoidably impact the population with a lack of voice or representation 
in university governance; such as the non-tenured, contingent faculty. Most universities in our 
study have imparted the message, even if only implicitly, that adjunct faculty are not “real” 
members of the campus faculty (Hutchens & Jones, 2017). 
A review of universities well-known for their diversity, equity, and inclusion shows that 
non-tenured, part-time, adjunct, and contingent faculty are not accounted for in their climate 
reviews or DEI initiative strategic plans (Brown University, 2020; Columbia University Faculty 
of Arts and Sciences, 2020; Harvard University, 2020; New York University, 2020; University 
of Michigan, 2020). This realization begs the question: If an academic institution is to develop a 
DEI strategic plan, how does it not include a significant population of its faculty? If an institution 
is to create a credible and accountable DEI initiative, it must therefore include all people 
represented as their employees. Such an oversight can call into question again the perches of 




need to present a clear and convincing rational institutional progress in diversity and inclusion … 
[which] impacts the perceived democratic and civic engagement of a campus” with real 
consequences (Chun & Evans, 2019, pp. 52-53). In short, if the non-tenure-track faculty of a 
university, those who spend the most time in the classroom with students, are not accounted for 
in DEI practices, to a large extent, the strategic plan is moot. 
Below are steps provided as a summary of findings (Chun and Evans, 2019) to initiate a 
diversity, equity, and inclusion strategy in higher education: 
a) Develop a common definition of diversity, equity, and inclusion; 
b) Define the academic/mission-centered case for diversity and inclusion; 
c) Assess compositional and relational demography; 
d) Evaluate strategic diversity infrastructure; 
e) Implement systemic diversity strategic planning based on data analytics, collaborative 
input, accountability metrics, and benchmarking; 
f) Create an asset inventory of diversity education and professional development 
programs for faculty, administrators, staff, and students; 
g) Evaluate the climate, culture, and readiness for diversity transformation; 
h) Foster an inclusive talent proposition through search, recruitment, and hiring 
processes; 
i) Enhance retention, total rewards programs, and talent sustainability; 
j) Develop a committee of varied ranks of university and college faculty. This includes 
tenured, non-tenured, and part-time contingent faculty, and also diversity of faculty 





k) Promote the inclusion of administration, university leadership, students, and alumni 
in committee meetings.  
In concluding Topic I, in the process of implementing the above steps, universities and 
colleges must be wary of areas of impasse and stagnation. These practices need to be clear and 
widely understood among the faculty, staff, administration, students, and alumni for the initiative 
to take hold and create change at the level of the campus culture and climate. The role of each 
group involved needs to be well defined, with a clear sense of how groups will work together to 
gather information, identify specific challenges, and address them. This shared understanding is 
critical for fostering trust in the process that will invite potentially vulnerable members of the 
campus community to contribute their voices (Bigelow & Chaddock, 2020). 
Summary of the Intersection of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion and Higher Education 
The diversity, equity, and inclusion literature in the context of higher education reviewed 
in this section fell into five areas: (1) Historical context—contrasting views of how the need 
developed, (2) development of DEI initiative in higher education, (3) impact of DEI practices in 
higher education administration, (4) the impact of DEI practices on faculty, and (5) Higher 
Education DEI initiative development: Challenges, Issues, and Recommendations. These were 
the topics that the researcher deemed to be of greatest relevance in the current dialogue and 
challenges relevant to the two topics. 
Topic II: Adult Learning 
To best understand the application of the following adult learning theories employed, it is 
important to note that the founding participants of the non-tenured faculty at Prestige 
Professional Studies (PPS) of Galaxy University did not have prior experience in creating a 




developed is within higher education in a non-tenure-track environment. It is further important to 
note that the schools that have DEI initiatives consist of tenured faculty who provide the school 
with a line of resources from the Office of the Provost, but are denied the Prestige Professional 
Studies (PPS) for not having a tenure-line for faculty; thus, all faculty are non-tenure track 
(NTT) faculty. To initiate the DEI strategy, the founding participants sought to create buy-in 
from leaders within the school, including administrators, staff, full-time faculty, part-time, non-
tenured faculty, and external leaders from within Galaxy University. 
The following sections will present the practices employed and recommended to the 
founding participants of the DEI initiative, which are (1) formal and informal learning, 
(2) dialogue with others as a form of experiential learning, (3) reflection-in-action, (4) social 
networking as a form of self-directed learning, and (5) reading and researching to become 
educated on the foundational theories of DEI and its practice. The discussion of formal learning 
will present the practices employed by the founding participants and also contrast to distinguish 
between types of informal learning, with a focus on differences between formal and informal, 
and intentional and incidental learning. 
Reflection was examined as a critical component of all the stages of developing the DEI 
strategy, as it is a common element in modes of learning from experience. The researcher 
believes that social networking was a critical element as a form of self-directed learning to learn 
from other colleagues from Galaxy University. Lastly, the section will close with a discussion of 
how reading and researching were part of the DEI initiative as a form of self-direction learning to 




The Conceptual Framework developed for this study was shaped and informed by the 
three areas of literature reviewed – diversity, equity, and inclusion practices, higher education 
(specifically non-tenure-track faculty), and adult learning. 
Formal and Informal Learning 
This study, which is situated within Galaxy University, involves a community well-
versed in traditional formal learning methods. As described in the literature, formal learning is 
often depicted as learning sanctioned by an institution, such as a college, or by a business, that 
leads to credits or some form of certification or diploma for which there is an instructor, a 
curriculum, and an evaluation process (Kasworm et al., 2010). The experience of formal learning 
can also be viewed as the transmission model of education, whereby knowledge is transmitted 
from the teacher to the student, where students are passive absorbers of information (Freire, 
1970). There can be no doubt that in adult learning theory, formal learning is highly 
institutionalized and bureaucratic, with a prescribed curriculum (Merriam et al., 2007) and an 
educator or trainer who is responsible for planning, implementing, and evaluating the learning 
that occurs (Brookfield, 1983; Marsick & Watkins, 1990). 
By contrast, informal learning is unstructured and has several prescriptive lenses and 
manners of application, which vary depending on the organization, institution, group, and 
individual. Informal learning can be described as learning that is predominantly unstructured, 
experiential, and noninstitutional. Informal learning takes place as people go about their daily 
activities at work or in other spheres of life. It is driven by people’s choices, preferences, and 
intentions. According to Marsick and Volpe (1999),  informal learning has also been defined as 
everyday learning, and it takes place without an externally imposed curriculum of formal or non-




of informal and incidental learning may include self-directed learning, social learning, 
mentoring, coaching, networking, learning from mistakes, and trial-and-error (Cseh, Watkins, & 
Marsick, 1999). For purposes of review, the Table 4 should provide the reader with an 
appreciation of informal learning practices and the potential benefits attributed to each; however, 
results vary depending on the learning goal. 
 
Table 4. What We Have Learned About Informal Learning 
 
Source: Marsick & Volpe (1990) 
 
Comparable and illustrative to the table above of what has been learned about informal 
learning is the emphasis on three conditions that enhance informal learning. These are critical 
reflection, which is considered necessary to generate the seeds of knowledge, proactivity on the 
part of the learner to actively identify options and to learn new skills to implement those options 
or solutions, and creativity to encourage a wider range of options, and in the case of this study, 
participation (Marsick & Watkins, 1990). 
For the benefit of the reader, it is important to note that the formal and informal learning of 
this study took place in a work setting, which impacts the manner in which participatory learning 
takes place. Formal learning allows for measurement and observability by organizationally 
determined metrics, but informal learning is less “available” to measurement in comparison to 
Informal Learning What Enhances or Improves Learning 
• Is integrated with work and daily routines 
• Is triggered by an internal or external jolt 
• Is not highly conscious 
• Is haphazard and influenced by chance 
• Is an inductive process of reflection and 
action 
• Is linked to learning of others 
• Scan of external and internal environment 
• Heightened consciousness or awareness 
• Attention to goals and turning points 
• Inductive mindset and reflective skills 
• Dependent on collaboration and trust 




formal learning methods. Informal learning is challenging to study because it is neither highly 
conscious nor easily observable or accessible at the point of learning. Early research focused on 
describing what could be seen, particularly learning practices and processes, including mentoring, 
self-directed learning, or communities of practice (Knowles, 1950; Tough, 1979). Incidental 
learning, a subset of informal learning, is even more difficult to observe because it occurs as a 
byproduct of some other activity (Marsick & Watkins, 1990), and therefore, it may not manifest 
immediately or be recognized as learning by the learner (Marsick et al., 2017). 
Table 5. Models of Informal and Incidental Learning in the Workplace 
 
 Original: model 1 Social: model 2 
Sociocultural-
historical: model 3 





learning in the 
workplace? 
A challenge triggers a 
fresh look at the situation, 
followed by a search for 
alternative responses, 
taking action, and 
evaluating results; 
incidental learning is what 
occurs at the interstices – 




learning cycle) that 
occurs through 
social interaction 
with others and 
social sources 
A process by which 
groups engaged in 
work activities, 
come to perceive 
and address 
development gaps in 
structures and tools 
A process of 
discerning cause and 
effect in the obvious 
and complicated 
domains – informal 
learning produces 
good and best 
practice results in 









Formal, informal, and 
incidental are a conceptual 
continuum of control over 
the learning process; on 
intentionality over what is 
learned. 
Formal learning is 
controlled by 
someone else while 
informal and 
incidental learning 
are often co-created 
with and for others 
Formal and informal 
are a dialectical 
unity – one form of 
learning is 
completed in the 
other 
Informal is decoupled 
from incidental 




modalities in four 
domains. Informal 
fits with obvious and 
complicated domains; 
incidental fits with 
complex and chaotic 
domains. 
Who learns Individual Individual in the 
social context and, 
through social 
interaction, others 
with whom the 
individual interacts 
People complete 
each other in a 






The system learns – 
the past is integrated 
with the present as 
the elements evolve 
with one another and 




Table 5 (continued) 
 Original: model 1 Social: model 2 
Sociocultural-
historical: model 3 










In incidental learning, 
learning is a by-product 
of another activity that 
could be formal or 




and groups access, 
manipulate, and 
transform cognitive 
structures that are 
socially sourced, 





and practices are 
situated; learning is 
contextually 
constituted, how 
work and learning 
are perceived and 
unfold is sourced by 
cultural material 
within the 




results in greater 
awareness of this 
surrounding. 
Relationships within 
the system are 
infused by contextual 
characteristics, 
history, and dynamic 
interactions such that 
understanding and 
perception emerge to 
generate action 




Unexplained Social relations 
mediate as well as 
afford or constrain 
informal learning 
Learning emanates 
from social relations 





Complex systems are 
dynamic, a mesh of 
interactions and 
relationships that are 
constantly evolving 
creating ripeness for 
emergence and a 








processes and practices in 
the workplace context, as 
well as frames of mind on 
the individual level and 
the constraining and 
supporting role of the 
context such as a learning 
culture 
Individual and social 
learning processes 
and practices, as 
well as frames of 
mind on the 
individual and group 
level 
The work of adult 
and workplace 
educators as well as 
work itself, 
including the quality 
and character of 
social relations, 
influence of the 
institutional context, 
and development 
gaps in cultural 
tools, materials, and 
practices 
The invisible cause 
and effect 
relationships and 
patterns of interaction 
that disrupt learned 
responses and give 
rise to a range of 
action from within 
learning 
 
Source: Marsick et al. (2017) 
Upon review of the above table and the four models of informal learning, it is important 
to further consider how individuals interact with the social context in their work and learning, 




are varied, but each of the four models requires social interaction to trigger goal-oriented 
solutions. The informal learning involved in this study contains elements of the four models; 
however, the sociocultural-historical model is most similar in that the participants’ learning is 
contextually constituted; how work and learning are perceived and unfold is sourced by cultural 
material within the workplace and its broader institutional surround (Watkins et al., 2014). 
The sociocultural-historical perspective adds a focus on gaps in tools and mediating 
relationships that are located in the work context and practices. The aim of this analysis would be 
to help people refine and create new conceptual tools and practices that advance the state of 
work. Individual capacities would be affected, but the change would emerge from within a 
broader solution; it could not be prescribed or fostered by formal training (Marsick et al., 2017). 
However, in the case of this study, at the dialectical pole of informal individual and group 
reflection and action, there is also the potential for the development of formal training that then 
is created to minimize the gaps, cultural tools, materials, and practices. 
Self-directed Learning 
Our ancestors have been directing their learning to survive, adapt, and grow since the 
beginning of time. Modern humans have existed for 200,000 years, but it was only until 1971, 
when the modes of self-directed learning (SDL) were defined by Tough (1971), building on the 
work of The Inquiring Mind (Houle, 1963), we began to appreciate the study of SDL. Houle 
interviewed adult learners and classified them into three categories based on reasons for 
participation in learning: (a) goal-oriented, participate to achieve an end goal; (b) activity-
oriented, participate for social benefits and belonging; (c) learning-oriented, those who perceive 
of learning as an end in itself. Houle’s work outlined the road for Tough and the understanding 




The study of SDL advanced in short order after Tough with models that provided 
extensive frameworks (Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991; Candy, 1991; Garrison, 1997). Brockett and 
Hiemstra (1991) examined SDL and proposed that self-direction and learning are two distinct but 
related elements. First, the learner takes responsibility for their learning, and personality 
characteristics also impact the desire of the learner to take responsibility for learning. In 1991, 
Candy followed by proposing four domains of self-directed learning: (1) personal autonomy, 
(2) willingness and ability to manages one’s overall learning endeavors, (3) independent pursuit 
of learning without formal institutional support or affiliation, and (4) learner-control of 
instruction. Candy offers a three-part model of ways in which adult educators can enhance 
people's self-directedness. Garrison (1997) provided his comprehensive model buttressed by the 
work of the aforementioned by stating that the study of SDL was still misunderstood and 
confusing. His approach was to shed light via a comprehensive model that engaged the reader in 
an understanding of the cognitive and motivational dimensions of learning, which integrates 
external management (contextual control), internal monitoring (cognitive responsibility), 
and motivational (entering and task) issues associated with learning in an educational 
context. 




Table 6. Perspectives on Self-Directed Learning 
 
 
Source: Song & Hill (2007) 
 
The considerable research that is part of the SDL lexicon may likely agree with the 
following three goals of SDL: (1) to enhance the ability of adult learners to be self-directed in 
their learning, (2) to foster transformational learning as central to self-directed learning, and 
(3) to promote emancipatory learning and social action as an integral part of self-directed 
learning (Merriam et al., 2007).  
The pursuit of a learning goal and an individual’s proactive approach is the knowledge 
that only you are responsible for your learning process—free will (Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991), 
as goal one would have you understand. To access transformational learning, goal two, Merriam 
et al. (2007) point to Jack Mezirow’s assertion that the “key” to self-directedness is being 
critically aware and reflective of what has been taken for granted about one’s learning (p. 108). 
Thus, we know our current state of being or state of a situation, and by reflection and awareness, 




around the self-awareness, consciousness, and knowing of individuals while in pursuit of their 
learning goals. In other words, the acts of SDL and learning are two distinct components, and the 
self-awareness to act in the pursuit of a goal does not happen in the absence of a reflective 
process (Brookfield, 1986). 
Moving toward emancipatory learning and social action, the last of the three goals of 
SDL, as described by Merriam et al. (2007), it is important to note that Brockett (1985), like 
Brookfield (1993), spoke to the absence and presence of political and environmental factors that 
could limit one’s ability to be self-directed and take action. Brockett outlined a person’s lack of 
access to education early on in an individual’s life in contrast to a person who enjoys 
educationally rich experiences that foster an openness to learning opportunities, love of learning, 
creativity, and future orientation as examples. Brookfield (1993) also noted that controlling 
environments, academic, and corporate institutions would limit a person’s ability to be self-
directed, and, therefore, the practice of SDL could be limited if the learner does not have full 
control over their environment (p. 227). 
Critical Reflection 
Since John Dewey’s (1933) seminal book, How We Think: A Restatement of the Relation 
of Reflective Thinking to the Educative Process, adult learning theorists throughout the decades 
have pointed to critical reflection as elemental to the learning process (Argyris & Schön, 1974; 
Brookfield, 1986; Kolb, 1984; Schön, 1987). Dewey (1933) defined reflection as “active, 
persistent and careful consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light of 
the grounds that support it and the further conclusion to which it tends.” (p. 118). This definition 
of reflection made it an active and consistent consideration that began as a piece of knowledge or 




of his belief in the constructivist theory. According to Argyris (1974), the most effective way of 
making informed decisions is to reflect and change one’s governing values and consider 
alternatives. Similarly, Brookfield (1986) states that SDL is equated with “the exhibition of 
critical reflection … marked by awareness of the contextuality … culturally constructed nature, 
social codes and value systems” (p. 42). The importance of awareness and reflection continues 
with Schön (1987), who explains that reflecting on our actions can allow for understanding why 
we do what we do. “Our descriptions are of different kinds, depending on our purposes and the 
languages of description available to us” (p. 25). According to Argyris (1974), the most effective 
way of making informed decisions is to examine and change one’s governing values. 
Kolb’s Learning Cycle 
Several theorists have influenced the application of reflective practice to transcend 
challenges and transform ourselves. Since Dewey’s work, many theories have impacted our 
understanding of reflection in adult learning over the last five decades. In order to begin 
reviewing theorists that have made a significant impact on the utilization and benefits of 
reflection, it is important to introduce David Kolb, who developed a learning cycle based on how 
experience guides our thinking and impacts our choices of a new experience. 
The learning cycle is visualized as a four-stage cycle: Concrete experience is the basis for 
observation and reflection, the observations are integrated into a concept or theory, which then 
creates new ideas for action and guides our decision-making for new experiences (Kolb, 1984). 
Kolb’s research states that if participants are to have an effective and successful learning 
intervention, they must have four different abilities during their experience: 
1. Concrete experience abilities; 
2. Reflective observation abilities; 
3. Abstract conceptualization abilities;  




These abilities represent the contrasting elements of the two major dimensions of cognitive 
growth and learning: the concrete/abstract dimension and the active/reflective dimension (Kolb, 
1984). This early work did not delve into the “how-to” of reflective practice(s) but did state that 
reflection is a key component for an adult to have an experience that then is utilized to impact 
future ways of thinking and acting in response to the learning intervention. Since the 
development of the Learning Cycle, all of the succeeding theorists have in some way referenced 
or leveraged Kolb’s work as a foundational premise to the birth of reflection as a vital tool of 
learning. 















Source: Kolb (1984) 
 
To better understand reflection beyond Dewey’s early work, below is a selection of 
theorists who have studied reflection and its application in adult learning. The selected theories 
offer a summary of how reflection has and is considered essential to the transformation of a 




Argyris and Schön 
Researchers have viewed reflection as a tool for a greater understanding, betterment of 
our nature, and improvement of our capabilities and performance. Beginning with Dewey, many 
of those who have come after him have found applications that serve to elicit best practices in 
learning. Argyris and Schön (1974) developed a partnership in the 1970s that would last until the 
death of Schön in the late 1990s. Together, they helped cement a bridge that urged reflective 
practices to be part of organizational learning and management in higher education and 
workplaces. 
Argyris and Schön (1974) also developed theories that stated that we all have mental 
models or maps for doing what we do, but we do not always know the “why” of doing it. They 
further asserted that very few of us are aware that the mental maps we use to review and act are 
not necessarily theories we embrace, as often we act in a way that is not representative of our 
beliefs or “theories in use.” 
Boud, Keogh, and Walker 
In the process of their work in adult learning and developing learning interventions for 
diverse populations, Boud, Keough, and Walker (1985) began to examine in what ways learning 
could be improved, agreeing that experience and reflection of experience are essential 
components of the process of learning. To begin, they asked the following questions, which echo 
the problem and purpose of this research: 
1. What is it that turns the experience into learning? 
2. What explicitly enables learners to gain the maximum benefit from the situations they 
find themselves in? 




Given these questions, they began to study the impact of experience-based learning on 
participants, which began with activities intended to focus on the intention, expectations, 
resources, and tools needed for engagement of the learner. 
Looking back on these phases we can see many important features. Learners have to 
cope with a considerable amount of new information, they are facing personal demands, 
and the situation forces them into active involvement whether they like it or not. 
Reflection is needed at various points: at the start in anticipation of the experience, during 
the experience as a way of dealing with the vast array of inputs and coping with the 
feelings that are generated, and following the experience during the phase of writing and 
consolidation. (Boud et al., 1985, p. 10) 
Mezirow (1985) developed the theory of Transformative Learning, which he described in 
his research as a “critical dimension of learning in adulthood that enables us to recognize and 
reassess the structure of assumptions and expectations which frame our thinking, feeling and 
acting” (p. 22). His theory has triggered sweeping changes and ongoing debate on fronts ranging 
from social activism to graduate and adult education, to human resources development. 
Since 1978, Mezirow contributed to the field of adult education into the early 2000s. His 
work differentiated reflection into three types impacting transformative learning (Mezirow, 
1995): 
1. Content reflection—thinking about the experience; 
2. Process reflection—thinking about how to deal with the experience via problem-
solving strategies; 
3. Premise reflection—examining long-held assumptions related to the experience. 
Mezirow  (1990) offered the following regarding reflection and its impact on learning:  
Reflection enables us to correct distortions in our beliefs and errors in problem-
solving. Critical reflection involves a critique of the presuppositions on which our beliefs 
have been built. Learning may be defined as the process of making a new or revised 
interpretation of the meaning of an experience, which guides subsequent understanding, 
appreciation, and action. What we perceive and fail to perceive, and what we think and 




of reference, that is, a set of assumptions that structure the way we interpret our 
experiences. It is not possible to understand the nature of adult learning or education 
without taking into account the cardinal role played by these habits in making meaning. 
(p. 1) 
Summary of Adult Learning Literature 
The diversity, equity, and inclusion literature in the context of higher education reviewed 
in this section has three areas: (1) formal and informal learning, (2) self-directed learning, and 
(3) critical reflection. These were the topics that the researcher deemed to be of greatest 
relevance to the study and its participants. 
Conceptual Framework Narrative 
The conceptual framework for this study provides the lens through which the research is 
viewed, rendering a theoretical overview and methodological order of the intended research, and 
thus, a scaffold within which strategies for the research design can be determined and fieldwork 
can be undertaken (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008). 
The conceptual framework was informed and shaped by the literature, the researcher’s 
own experiences and insights, and the researcher’s advisor. Each category of the conceptual 
framework was directly derived from the study’s four research questions, as outlined in 
Chapter 1.  The first research question sought to identify the types of activities that participants 
engage in as they develop a diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. The second research 
question assisted in identifying how participants say they establish roles and responsibilities in 
the development of the faculty diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative, which aligned 
seamlessly with the conceptual category, “Activities Participants Engage In.” The third research 
question sought to uncover how participants describe their level of commitment to the 
development of the initiative, and as such “Commitment to the Initiative” served as an 




factors that help and/or hinder the participants in the development of the faculty diversity, equity, 
and inclusion initiative. Therefore, the conceptual category that captured responses to this 
question is “Factors that Help or Hinder Participants.” 
The various bulleted descriptors served to elaborate on each of the respective categories. 
The descriptors were revised and refined throughout the course of the data collection and 
analysis. The conceptual framework that supported this study can be found in Appendix A and is 
provided in the graphic below. 
 












Commitment of Participants: 
• Personal convictions 
• Willing to advocate and 
leverage social and 
professional capital 
• Time and effort dedicated to 
advancing DEI initiative 
Establish Roles and 
Responsibilities: 
 
• Individual’s strengths and 
priorities 
• Areas of expertise 
• Areas of influence 
• Availability to take on certain 
roles 
 
Factors that Help or 
Hinder Participants: 
 
• Institutional politics 
• Hierarchical factors 
• Lack of authority 
• Lack of resources 
• Cultural forces 




• Meet monthly as a 
committee 
• Share resources online in 
a shared drive 
• Communicate via chat 
functions 
• Perform research 
together 
• Collaborate with 
stakeholders internal and 




Chapter 3: Methodology 
Introduction and Overview 
The purpose of this research was to explore with a group of faculty and administrators in 
non-tenure-track schools within a tenure track environment to study their perceptions of what is 
required to develop and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative when they 
lack the authority and resources to do so. In the process of the study, the researcher had access to 
the community of the non-tenure-track school and the participants exploring the development of 
the DEI initiative. 
This study aimed to gain an understanding of how underrepresented, but majority non-
tenure-track faculty develop an initiative for faculty diversity, equity, and inclusion in a Prestige 
Professional School (PPS) at Galaxy University. In the process of the study, the researcher had 
access to the community of non-tenured faculty, the founders of the initiative. 
To achieve this purpose, the following research questions were explored: 
1. How do participants describe their level of commitment to creating the 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
2. How do the participants say roles and responsibilities are determined to 
develop diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
3. In what ways does a non-tenure-track environment impact the development of 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
4. How do the participants say they learned to manage the power dynamics in 




This chapter presents the methodology that was used to explore the aforementioned 
questions: (a) rationale for qualitative research approach, (b) description of the research sample, 
(c) overview of information needed, (d) overview of the research design, (e) methods of data 
collection, (f) data analysis and synthesis, (g) ethical considerations, (h) issues of 
trustworthiness, (i) limitations of the study, and (j) chapter summary. 
Rationale for Qualitative Research Approach 
This study followed qualitative methodologies that, as Denzin & Lincoln (2011) note, 
“consist of a set of interpretative, material practices that make the world visible,” adding that 
“qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or 
interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (p. 3). According to 
Creswell (2013), qualitative research begins with assumptions and the use of 
interpretive/theoretical frameworks that inform the study of research problems addressing the 
meanings individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem. Furthermore, qualitative 
research leads to the development of theories when “partial or inadequate theories exist for 
certain populations and samples or existing theories do not adequately capture the complexity of 
the problem we are examining” (p. 48). 
The goal of the researcher is to contribute to the existing literature by Creswell (2013, 
p. 44) sharing the voices of the participants, the reflexivity of the researcher, a complex 
description and interpretation of the problem, and its contribution to the literature or a call for a 
change. An earlier perspective shared by Creswell (1994) states that qualitative research 
empowers individuals to share their stories and be heard, particularly when several realities can 




Overview of Case Study 
The researcher employed a case study method, which is considered one of the five major 
types of qualitative research (Creswell & Poth, 2017). According to Yin (2018), there is an 
opposing perspective suggesting case study research as separate from qualitative research so that 
researchers may need to follow their own customized research procedures. Yin (2016) also 
provided that even a comprehensive presentation of qualitative research may not need to include 
much discussion about case study research—just as a presentation of qualitative research does 
not include much discussion about survey, experimental, historical, or archival research. 
A distinct need for a case study approach is a desire to understand complex social 
phenomena allowing for an in-depth and real-world perspective—such as small group behavior, 
and organizational and managerial processes (Yin, 2018). Saldaña (2011) provides a definition of 
the value of the case study that is relevant to this research. 
Yet even within a single setting, there are diverse participants with diverse 
experiences and diverse perspectives.  The “case” does not always refer to one person, 
and more than likely there is no single theme that perfectly capture how every individual 
within a group or organization thinks and feels. (pp. 178-179) 
A qualitative approach via the use of a case study approach was therefore necessary to 
attempt to understand the kinds of activities, the levels of commitment, and the factors that 
hinder or support the participants while managing the cultural and political structures of the 
Prestige Professional Studies (PPS) within Galaxy University. The design of the research 
collected the necessary information to allow for subsequent information that informed and 
refined the next phase of the study. Further, a qualitative methodology provided opportunities to 
explore the research questions to understand the perceptions of the participants as they worked 




Description of the Research Site and Sample 
The reader should be informed, as recommended by Bloomberg and Volpe (2008), that 
the site of the research was Prestige Professional Studies (PPS), a pseudonym within the 
university named in this case study as Galaxy University. The research was site-specific, and the 
study was defined by and intimately linked to the location (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008) and 
detailed throughout as integral to how the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative was 
commenced, developed, and executed. 
The research sample was selected via purposeful sampling (Creswell & Poth, 2017) and 
consisted of 20 non-tenured faculty employed at the research site and who volunteered to 
participate in the development of a diversity initiative. As a means of triangulation, the 
researcher also interviewed six administrators who represented each division within the 
institution. To further supplement the interviews, a review of all relevant documents was 
conducted by the researcher. 
The researcher also relied on a purposive/convenience sampling strategy, which is a 
technique used to capture a variety of perspectives relating to the study. This approach aided in 
identifying common themes that are evident across the participant’s sample. The researcher 
identified 20 non-tenured faculty and solicited their agreement to participate in one-on-one 
in-depth interviews. All potential participants were contacted by email to explain the purpose of 
the study and provide an overview of the intended research. After the researcher had the desired 
number of participants who agreed to be interviewed, the same method was used to contact 





The initial invitation letter was sent prior to conducting interviews. In the invitation letter, 
all participants were provided a brief overview of the research, requirements for participation, 
and information regarding potential risks associated with this research. To comply with 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) guidelines, each participant was asked to sign an IRB-
approved Informed Consent Form (Appendix A). As part of the consent process, participants 
were notified that their involvement in the study was strictly voluntary; their contributions would 
be used for research purposes only; and their identities would remain confidential. Should any 
additional questions arise; each participant would be provided a copy of their signed informed 
consent form (Appendix C) and participant’s rights (Appendix D), which included the 
researcher’s contact information as well as the university’s IRB information. 
Prior to the interviews, the researcher disseminated a confidential online Participant 
Demographic Inventory (Appendix E) to all participants. The online process allowed for 
consistency in the collection of demographic and contextual data that were ultimately used for 
analysis. 
The researcher conducted all interviews upon receiving endorsement from her 
Dissertation Committee and approval by the Institutional Review Board. Data collection took 
place between December 2020 and February 2021, and subsequent data coding took place from 
February through April 2021. 
Overview of Information Needed 
The researcher focused on gathering information within the following four categories: 





Contextual information refers to the context of each participant's current place of work 
and includes a description of the organizational environment. Contextual data were gathered 
primarily through extensive reviews of organizational documents, such as company websites, 
annual reports, diversity reports, and company policies on developing and advancing diversity, 
equity, and inclusion practices. Information gathered provided insights on the organization’s 
history, mission, values, products, operating principles, and diversity initiatives. Document 
review was used to provide: (1) an understanding of the contextual environments where the 
participants operate; (2) another source to corroborate participants’ accounts; and (3) insights 
into the organization's impact and influence on the participants' ability to advance the diversity, 
equity, and inclusion initiative. 
Demographic 
The researcher collected vital information from each participant in advance of the 
interview and focus group. Participants were asked to provide profile information by completing 
a demographic inventory. They were prompted to respond to questions regarding their age, 
gender, ethnicity, role/responsibility, work history (years worked in academia plus years of 
professional work experience), and why diversity, equity, and inclusion matters to them. 
Additional questions asked participants about their experience as non-tenure-track faculty and 
how this may impact their experience at the research site. The data obtained from the 
demographic inventory were used to assist in the examination and analysis of the collected data 





The perceptual data were collected through in-depth interviews with non-tenured faculty 
and a secondary-level of interviews with administrators. Information gathered captured 
participants’ perceptions of the experience to initiate a diversity, equity, and inclusion strategy at 
the site and their perceived impact, including: (a) how they established roles in order to initiate 
the diversity, equity, and inclusion strategy; (b) how their commitment may or may not have 
impacted the success of launching the initiative; (c) the supports and barriers to launching the 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative; and (d) how they engaged in the development of the 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. These interviews were intended to elicit additional 
information on the development of a diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative in an academic 
institution for non-tenure-track faculty. 
Theoretical 
To shed light on what is already known, a literature review was conducted to further the 
understanding of the phenomenon being studied in three major areas: (1) non-tenure-track 
faculty in the academy, (2) diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives in the academy, and 
(3) adult learning. Under the topic of diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives in the academy, 
the following subcategories were examined: (a) research available on what have been successful 
examples, (b) challenges and barriers, and (c) what are the factors that have enabled diversity, 
equity, and inclusion initiatives to succeed. 
Under the topic of non-tenure-track faculty, the following subcategories were examined: 
(a) the current state of non-tenure-track faculty in the academy, (b) challenges and barriers, and 
(c) the resources and support that non-tenure-track faculty receive with respect to diversity, 




Under the topic of Adult Learning Theory, the following subcategories were examined: 
(a) Formal vs. Informal Learning, (b) Self-Directed Learning, and (c) Critical Reflection. 
Overview of Research Design 
The following steps summarize the actions that were taken to complete this study. 
 
Table 7. Research Design Flow 
 Define the Research Topic: The researcher’s experience as a senior director of faculty recruitment and 
communications including involvement in the initiation of the diversity, equity, and inclusion informed 
the selection of a research topic that focuses on diversity, equity, and inclusion that involves non-
tenured faculty.   
 Literature Review: In order to provide a theoretical base for the proposed study, a selected review of 
the literature was conducted to assess the existing knowledge, establish connections, and substantiate 
the research problem and conceptual framework. Current literature in three major areas was reviewed: 
(1) Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion, (2) non-tenured faculty, and (3) Adult Learning Theory.   
 Preliminary Identification of Sample Participants: The participants were drawn from a pool of non-
tenured faculty. The researcher employed a purposive and convenient sampling strategy to capture a 
variety of perspectives relating to the study.   
 Proposal Hearing: It is hoped that the researcher’s proposal hearing will be held in November 2020.  
Any revisions, suggested by the researcher’s advisor and second reader, were addressed in the 
submission of a revised proposal.      
 IRB Approval: The researcher completed and submitted the required documents to the Teachers 
College IRB for approval: Following receipt of IRB approval, the researcher then disseminated the 
following documents to all study participants: 
 Letter of Invitation: describes the purpose of the research, length of the interview, and interview details 
(location, date, time). 
 Informed Consent Form: explains the purpose of the study, participants’ rights, confidentiality, and data 
collection methods. 
 Participant’s Rights: informs each research volunteer of their rights to participate in the study. 
 Demographic Inventory: Confirmed non-tenured faculty completed a demographic inventory prior to 
beginning the interview. Such information included age, gender, ethnicity, time in position, etc. 
 One-on-One Interviews: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 20 non-tenure-track faculty. 
The interviews were approximately one hour in duration.  
 Secondary-Level of Interviews: A set of secondary-level interviews were conducted with six 
administrators representing each of the divisions within the institution. 
 Document Reviews: This consisted of any and all relevant documents such as the institution’s mission 
statement, policies and procedures, climate survey data, formal and informal communications, etc. This 
review was conducted to better understand the support and constraints placed on non-tenured-faculty’s 




Table 7 (continued) 
Interview Transcription and Coding: Interviews, which were audio-recorded through Zoom virtual 
online conferencing, were transcribed verbatim and coded by the researcher.   
Inter-Rater Reliability: The researcher elicited the assistance of at least two colleagues to code two 
interviews in order to ensure inter-rater reliability. 
Data Analysis & Synthesis: Data collected from the Demographic Inventory and interviews were 
analyzed both individually and collectively. Data gathered from the normative focus groups were 
compared to interview data. All data was coded, analyzed, interpreted, and synthesized according to the 
Conceptual Framework.    
 
Methods of Data Collection 
To reduce bias from using one specific data collection method, it is recommended that 
data are triangulated (Creswell, 2009; Maxwell, 2012). Yin (2009) defines triangulation as a 
qualitative method that uses multiple sources of data to support or confirm a single conclusion.  
Greene (2008) argues that the purpose of multiple data sources is to capture different aspects and 
broaden the range of the phenomenon being studied. In the case study method, Yin (2009) posits 
that triangulation “relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge” (p. 18). 
Triangulation can also be used to build a justification of themes emerging from the data 
(Creswell, 2009). 
In the current study, the primary data collection method consisted of interviews, followed 
by document review of climate survey data from 2020 as part of triangulation supplemental to 
the primary method. The following data collection methods were used: (1) Interviews with non-
tenure-track faculty, the primary method of data collection; (2) Secondary Interviews of 
Administrators; and (3) Document Reviews. 
Interviews 
Interviews were the primary method of data collection in this study. If a qualitative 




integral component in capturing the perceptions and feelings of participants (Maxwell, 2013). 
Rubin & Rubin (2005) point out that qualitative interviews have the ability to uncover “what has 
not been said, as well as ‘what has been said’ so as to hear the meaning of what interviewees are 
telling them” (pp. 13–14). 
The researcher conducted interviews using a protocol that served as a guide, enabling her 
to explore and probe participants’ responses to selected open-ended questions (Yin, 2009). The 
in-depth semi-structured interview method requires the participants to be interviewed for a short 
period of time; approximately one hour (Maxwell, 2013). In-depth interviews were conducted 
with 20 diverse participants involved in the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative in order to 
explore the impact of their experiences as non-tenure-track faculty, administrators, and leaders in 
a tenure-track environment where they lack the authority and resources to begin the initiative. 
The interviews took place via Zoom or at a mutually agreed upon location. Another level of 
secondary interviews was conducted with diversity, equity, and inclusion leaders at Galaxy 
University. These interviews were intended to elicit additional information on the climate and 
contextual impact of the site where the initiative was being launched. 
All interviews, with participants’ permission, were digitally recorded for the purpose of 
transcription. The researcher transcribed the digital recordings immediately following each 
interview. 
Document Review 
As stated by Bloomberg and Volpe (2008), the purpose of document review is to cover an 
assortment of written records, visual data, artifacts, and archival data. It is important to recognize 
the important historical and contextual information generated by a review of existing individual 




reviews can help the researcher better understand “the historical roots of specific issues and can 
indicate the conditions that impinge upon the phenomena currently under investigation” (Bowen, 
2009, p. 29). 
In this study, document review was used to provide: (1) an understanding of the 
contextual environments where the participants work; (2) another source to corroborate 
participants’ accounts; and (3) insight into the institutions' impact and influence on the 
participants' experience in the launch of the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. Document 
review in this study included relevant documents on the chosen research site, such as Galaxy 
University’s diversity, equity, and inclusion strategy, which includes only tenure-track schools at 
the institution, policies on diversity, equity, and inclusion development, and communications on 
the mission, vision, and values on diversity, equity, and inclusion. Climate survey data from 
2020 were also reviewed. Documents were used to verify findings and corroborate evidence 
from other data collection sources. 
Zoom as a Research Tool 
The interviews with non-tenured faculty and the secondary interviews with administrators 
were performed via Zoom, an online form of communication. Zoom is a collaborative, cloud-
based videoconferencing service offering features including online meetings, group messaging 
services, and secure recording of sessions (Archibald et al., 2019). As with comparable platforms 
like Skype, Zoom offers the ability to communicate in real-time with geographically dispersed 
individuals via computer, tablet, or mobile device. A key advantage of Zoom is its ability to 
securely record and store sessions to third-party software. This feature is particularly important 
in research where the protection of highly sensitive data is required. Other important security 




back up recordings to online remote server networks (“the cloud”) or local drives, which can 
then be shared securely for the purpose of collaboration (Zoom Video Communications Inc., 
2016). 
Data Analysis and Synthesis 
Appropriate methods of data analysis depend on the research purpose and nature of data 
collected, but certain fundamental steps must be taken to constitute a comprehensive (reliable 
and valid) account of the analytic process. As stated in Bloomberg and Volpe (2008), 
“Describing decisions taken for arriving at certain judgments during data analysis … enhances 
transparency and is an indication of good methodological practice” (p. 109).  Creswell (2009) 
posits that qualitative analysis involves “making sense out of text and conducting different 
analysis, moving deeper and deeper into understanding the data, representing the data and 
making an interpretation of the larger meaning of the data” (p. 183). 
When analyzing case study data, Yin (2009) proposes that the researcher employ 
(1) pattern matching, meaning matching patterns and themes emerging from the data; 
(2) explanation building, which helps logically develop an argument based on case findings; and 
(3) cross-case synthesis—analyzing multiple case themes to develop arguments supported by the 
data. Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) recommend that the researcher begin the process of distilling 
their data by (1) deeply questioning the data, (2) identifying patterns and themes, (3) creating 
categories descriptors, (4) devising codes that describe data patterns and themes, and 
(5) assigning these coded pieces of information to the categories of the conceptual framework. 
As provided in Chapter 2,  the conceptual framework served as the organizational 




transcripts, secondary interview data, and the data from document reviews. Once coding was 
completed, the data were analyzed, interpreted, and synthesized. 
 
Figure 3. Road Map for the Process of Qualitative Data Analysis: An Outline 
 
Source: Volpe & Bloomberg (2016) 
Literature on Methods 
A selective review of the literature provides a theoretical basis for choosing the following 
qualitative methods to conduct this study: (1) Interviews, the primary method; (2) Secondary 




researcher discusses the strengths and weaknesses of the aforementioned data collection 
methods. 
Interviews 
Creswell and Poth (2018) assert that an interview is considered to be a social interaction 
based on a conversation. Brinkman and Kvale (2015) offer that an interview is where “attempts 
to understand the world from the subjects’ point of view, to unfold the meaning of their 
experience, to uncover the lived world,” and that “knowledge is constructed in the interaction 
between the interviewer and the interviewee” (pp. 3-4). Yin (2009) points out that the interview 
is one of the most important data collection methods for case studies. Interviews are essential 
sources of case study data that allow the researcher two main things: (1) to focus on a specific 
line of inquiry that supports the research questions; and (2) to use an unbiased conversational 
style to ask interviewees about the facts and their opinions about events. 
Despite the benefits interviews afford the researcher, there are limitations to this 
particular method. Kvale and Brinkman (2009) add that interviews are one-directional power 
relationships where the researcher’s viewpoint and protocol determine the topic and questions, 
basically deciding when and where to probe. Creswell (2013) suggests that other disadvantages 
to interviews are: (1) the information provided may be filtered through the interviewee’s views; 
(2) the presence of the researcher may bias interviewees’ responses, given they might feel they 
need to impress; and (3) interviewees may vary in the ability to articulate their perceptions. 
Document Review 
The main purpose of document review is to provide contextual data. According to Bowen 
(2009), the qualitative researcher is expected to draw upon multiple (at least two) sources of 




and methods. Thus, by examining information collected through different methods, the 
researcher can corroborate findings across data sets and reduce the impact of potential biases that 
can exist in a single study. Document review provides context on the research site being studied 
as well as provides historical knowledge, background information, and climate survey data from 
2020. Insights from the document review can help the researcher better understand “the historical 
roots of specific issues and can indicate the conditions that impinge upon the phenomena 
currently under investigation” (Bowen, 2009, p. 29). 
There are also limitations to document review. Yin (2009) states that documents are 
useful even though they are not always accurate and may contain biases; therefore, researchers 
should be wary of a potential overreliance on documents in case study research. This is probably 
because the casual investigator may mistakenly assume that all kinds of documents—including 
proposals for projects or programs—contain the unmitigated truth. In fact, important in 
reviewing any document is understanding that it was written for some specific purpose and some 
specific audience other than those of the case study being conducted (Yin, 2009, p. 105). 
Inter-Rater Reliability 
Using Miles and Huberman (1994) as a guide, the researcher conducted an inter-rater 
reliability exercise with two of her colleagues in order to determine the extent to which her 
coding scheme was consistent with that produced by her colleagues. One colleague’s review 
reflected a 90% agreement with that of the researcher’s coding scheme, while the second 
colleague reflected a 95% agreement. The researcher resolved these minimal differences through 





Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) advise that as researchers, we are morally bound to conduct 
our research in a manner that minimizes potential harm to those involved in the study and that 
we should be concerned with producing an ethical research design. Creswell and Poth (2018) 
provide that an ethical study involves more than simply the researcher seeking and obtaining 
permission of the IRB committees or boards; the researcher should consider and address all 
anticipated and emergent ethical issues in the study (p. 48). Thus, ethical issues must be 
addressed in every aspect of the research design, especially in relation to methods, goals, 
research questions, and the conceptual framework. 
After carefully considering the nature of this study, the researcher acknowledged the 
potential harm that may be incurred by participants. Based on a review of IRB policies, the 
researcher concluded that the overall risk to participants was minimal. In order to decrease any 
potential or unintended risks to participants, the researcher adhered to all procedures outlined by 
the Institutional Review Board. Participants were informed of the study’s purpose and asked to 
sign an Informed Consent Form in order to participate. Participation in the study was on a purely 
voluntary basis. 
In accordance with IRB-recommended study practices, data generated from the 
demographic inventory, and interviews were confidential and preserved in a private and secure 
space designated for these materials in the researcher’s home. The data were published using 
pseudonyms for all participants, as well as the organizations in which they are employed, to 
ensure the preservation of their anonymity and confidentiality. The data will be safeguarded for 
three years after the publication of the dissertation. After the designated time, study documents 




Issues of Trustworthiness 
Credibility 
Marshall and Rossman (2006)describe credibility as the ways in which the researcher 
“demonstrates that the inquiry was conducted in such a manner as to ensure that the subject was 
appropriately identified and described” (p. 201), and the criterion of credibility is a key 
component of the research design (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008; Creswell, 2009). Bloomberg and 
Volpe (2008) state that “methodological validity involves asking how well matched the logic of 
the method is to the kinds of research questions that are being posed, and the kind of social 
explanation that the researcher is attempting to develop” (p. 125). Dealing with this type of 
validity involves careful consideration of the interrelationship among the research design 
components—the study’s purpose, conceptual framework, research questions, and methods—
calling into question the overall research paradigm. 
Merriam (2009) recommends a variety of strategies for enhancing methodological or 
internal validity, including triangulation, peer examination, and clarification of researcher biases. 
The researcher incorporated triangulation, peer examination, and clarification of researcher 
biases in the current study in order to enhance internal validity. 
The literature describes a variety of strategies for enhancing methodological or internal 
validity (Guba & Lincoln, 1998). Merriam (1998) recommends including triangulation, member 
checks, peer examination, and clarification of researcher biases. The researcher incorporated 
triangulation, peer examination, and clarification of researcher biases in the current study in 
order to enhance internal validity. 
In the case study method, Yin (2009) posits that triangulation “relies on multiple sources 




justification of themes emerging from the data (Creswell, 2009). This study employed a variety 
of data collection methods for triangulation, including interviews and document review of the 
climate survey data from the research site in 2020. 
Peer examination was another strategy that the researcher used in order to achieve 
credibility in the current study. As the research findings emerged, the researcher actively elicited 
feedback from both her colleagues and her advisor in order to ensure internal and methodological 
credibility. At the conclusion of the dissertation, the researcher revisited the assumptions stated 
in Chapter 1 to determine the extent to which they held true. 
Dependability 
Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) point out that qualitative research does not allow for large 
amounts of subjects and experiences needed to provide reliability. The goal is to therefore limit 
inconsistencies yet ensure the research acknowledges them when they occur. Lincoln and Guba 
(1985) contend that the more important question becomes one of whether the findings are 
consistent and dependable with the data collected. Therefore, the goal in qualitative research is 
not to eliminate inconsistencies, but to ensure that the researcher understands when they occur. 
Further, to ensure consistency and dependability with the data collected, the researcher 
maintained an audit trail through the ongoing use of a research journal with memos that track 
document changes in procedures and design (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
These recordings enabled external reviewers to understand the process used to collect 
data, devise coding schema, and establish categories. Additionally, the researcher established 
inter-rater reliability by eliciting the assistance of two colleagues to code interviews. She 




asked them separately to code the same transcript, after which the researcher discussed with 
them and reconciled any differences. 
Transferability 
The criterion of transferability refers to whether and to what extent a particular 
phenomenon in a particular context can transfer to another particular context. Merriam (2009) 
suggests the inclusion of (1) rich, thick descriptions of the context, and (2) multi-site designs, 
which increases the transferability of the findings to other contexts. The criterion of 
transferability is closely related to the traditional concept of generalizability (Lincoln, 1998), that 
is, the ways in which the reader determines whether and to what extent this particular 
phenomenon in this particular context can transfer to another particular context.  Merriam  
(1998) includes rich, thick descriptions of the participants and the context and multi-site designs 
as two strategies researchers can employ to increase the transferability of the findings to other 
settings and contexts. 
The researcher provided rich, thick descriptions of her interviewees as part of the 
collection of demographic and contextual data previously described. The specific characteristics 
of the sample allow the reader to speculate upon the likely applicability of findings to other 
situations under similar, but not identical, conditions. Since sample participants were drawn from 
various sources, the backgrounds of the participants who met the designated study participation 
criteria were quite broad with respect to their demographics. 
Confirmability 
The ability to achieve confirmability is contingent upon the researcher’s ability to remain 
reflexive and maintain an audit trail (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 




result of the research, rather than an outcome of the biases and subjectivity of the researcher” 
(p. 87). 
In this study, an audit trail constituted a safeguard for methodological validity, and the 
transparency of the process enabled all phases of the study to be subject to inquiry by external 
auditing. 
Limitations of the Study 
Qualitative research studies present limitations. In this study, the researcher has given 
careful consideration to minimize the impact of the following limitations. 
Researcher Bias and Subjectivity 
Maxwell (2013) highlights that “qualitative research is primarily concerned with how a 
particular researcher’s values and expectations may have influenced the conduct and conclusions 
of the study” (p. 124). As we know, it is nearly impossible to totally eliminate a researcher’s 
perceptual lens and beliefs from their study design, conduct, and interpretation of findings. 
The researcher, as a member of the research site, educated in the study of diversity, 
equity, and inclusion, and colleague to the study’s participants, holds perceptions, experiences, 
and assumptions that impact her worldview. The researcher, by way of researcher memos, notes, 
and conversations, documented explanations of any known biases and assumptions. 
Participant Reactivity 
 Maxwell (2005) describes participant reactivity as a limitation that emerges when 
interviewees have difficulty adjusting to the researcher taking on the role of interviewer. It was 
anticipated that participants would try to provide the perceived “correct” answers to the 
interview questions, thereby diminishing their actual experiences related to the diversity, equity, 




(PPS) within Galaxy University. In an attempt to decrease the likelihood of participant reactivity, 
the researcher focused questions on participants’ experiences with community violence. Doing 
so enabled participants to freely share their experiences, thereby allowing the researcher to 
collect the desired information for this study. 
Maxwell (2013) suggests that is impossible to mitigate the interviewer’s impact and 
influence on participants’ responses. Instead, the researcher needs to understand how they are 
being influenced by the participants’ comfort level with the researcher as an interviewer. The 
authenticity of data might have been affected by the relationship of the researcher with the 
participants. 
Transferability of Findings 
Using a purposeful sampling, this study was designed to be conducted in a small, yet 
specific population of participants. The researcher attempted to provide in-depth, rich 
descriptions of participant responses so external reviewers may determine whether and to what 
extent the findings may apply to their own situations (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008). Further, 
purposive samples of diverse non-tenure-track faculty, administrators, and institutional 
leadership are not representative of the majority of the population at Galaxy University.  
Retrospective Recall 
In this study, the interview questions required participants to recollect memories—
thinking back to the past for specific examples of the initiation, involvement, commitment, 
supports, and barriers to the diversity, equity, and inclusion strategy. The quality of the data was 
contingent upon participants’ ability to recall and explain these experiences from memory. To 
minimize this limitation, the pre-interview correspondence with the participants provided 




Providing advance notice of what would be asked helped participants improve their recall of 
specific events, leading to a more robust discussion. 
Drawing out Tacit Knowledge 
The researcher was aware that participants may have learned to respond to questions 
about their experience in non-verbal ways, which were not easily translated into words. To 
ensure that their lived experiences were properly articulated and captured for analysis, the 
researcher worked to assist participants in making their tacit knowledge and non-verbal 
communication explicit during the interview. 
Chapter Summary 
In conclusion, this chapter provided a description of this study’s methodology. The 
researcher used a qualitative methodology approach that placed a central emphasis on capturing 
“real life” experiences, perceptions, and feelings instrumental in preparing them for senior 
leadership roles (Creswell, 2009; Maxwell, 2013). Given that there is currently no research 
available that focuses on the juxtaposition of non-tenure-track faculty and the challenges faced in 
obtaining resources and supports in the development and implementation in a Research I 
university, a qualitative approach allowed for an exploration to understand the phenomenon. 
The researcher employed a case study method to explore with 15 participants who are 
non-tenure-track faculty and administrators employed at the research site. The participants in this 
case study included non-tenure-track faculty roles ranging from Professor of Professional 
Practice, which is the most senior, to the most junior Adjunct Associate faculty. In-depth 
interviews served as the primary method of data collection, enabling the researcher to gather 




interviews was conducted with six administrators who are responsible for providing policy and 
guidelines for implementation of the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. 
The third method of data collection was an examination of relevant documents pertaining 
to the institution and the professional development program therein. The conceptual framework 
was created to provide an understanding of the relationship among the categories aligned with 
the research questions. Data yielded from the study were reviewed against the emergent themes 
in the literature. Credibility, dependability, transferability, and confirmability were tested 
primarily through triangulation, peer examination, and clarification of researcher biases. 
It was hoped that these findings would generate recommendations for how to best support 
non-tenure-track faculty and academic institutions with a majority contingent faculty to have 
access to diversity, equity, and inclusion resources from the university or college in which it 
operates. Additionally, it was hoped that these findings would provide insights on what is needed 
to create a more inclusive work environment for non-tenure-track faculty who, as shared in the 






Chapter 4: Research Findings 
The purpose of this research was to explore with a group of faculty and administrators in 
non-tenure-track schools within a tenure track environment to study their perceptions of what is 
required to develop and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative when they 
lack the authority and resources to do so. In the process of the study, the researcher had access to 
the community of the non-tenure-track school and the participants exploring the development of 
the DEI initiative. 
In addition, these interviews are intended to elicit information on the climate and 
contextual impact of the site where the initiative was launched. 
This chapter discusses the key findings that emerged from the participants' responses to 
the research questions. Participants in this study, all identified by  pseudonyms, shared their 
perceptions and experiences developing a DEI Initiative. As noted in Chapter 3, supporting 
evidence from the document review has been embedded in the chapter to supplement the 
research findings. The following research questions framed the purpose of this study: 
1. How do participants describe their level of commitment to creating the diversity, 
equity, and inclusion initiative? 
2. How do the participants say roles and responsibilities are determined to develop the 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
3. In what ways does a non-tenure-track environment impact the development of the 





4. How do the participants say they learned to manage the power dynamics in the non-
tenure-track environment? 
As previously noted, all participants in this study and the sites within which it takes place 
have been assigned pseudonyms to preserve the anonymity of participants and the confidentiality 
of the sites. The participants include eight faculty and seven administrators employed by Prestige 
Professional Studies, a school within Galaxy University. 
The four major findings uncovered through the data collected in this study are: 
1. A strong majority of participants (80%) described that having a commitment to the 
DEI initiative was a critical factor in its development. 
2. A strong majority of participants (80%), because of their commitment to the DEI 
initiative, sought to become involved by being nominated or appointed as advocates. 
3. All participants (100%) indicated that power and politics significantly impacted the 
development of the DEI initiative. 
4. An overwhelming majority of participants (93%) learned in informal ways to manage 
the implementation of the DEI initiative in a politically charged environment. 
Finding #1 
A strong majority of participants (80%) described that having a commitment to the DEI 
initiative was a critical factor in its development. 
Participants were asked to describe their level of commitment to the development of the 
DEI initiative. A strong majority of participants (12 out of 15, 80%) described having a 
commitment to developing a DEI initiative at PPS. (See Appendix K: Frequency Chart—
Finding #1 for a complete list of responses). In addition, Table 8 provides a summary of 





Table 8. Outline of Finding #1 
 
FINDING #1 
A strong majority of participants (80%) described that having a commitment to the DEI 
initiative was a critical factor in its development. 
• Professional commitment (12 out of 15, 80%) 
o Participated in the initial development of the DEI initiative at PPS 
o Involved in a DEI initiative at PPS or Galaxy University 
• Deeply committed due to personal reasons (10 out of 15, 66%) 
o Participates in DEI efforts outside of PPS  
o Personal experiences 
 
• Advocate for equitable access to DEI development for non-tenure-track faculty (8 out 
of 15, 53%) 
o Affected by lack of access as non-tenure-track faculty 
o Administrators' response to lack of access 
 
• Supportive but doubts viable progress (4 out of 15, 26%) 
o Doubt the viability of the initiative due to political forces 
 
Professional Commitment 
All participants described having a professional commitment and duty to contribute to the 
DEI initiative at PPS. Each participant cited the national crisis as having created an urgency for 
their commitment. As cited by Elizabeth, “As a result of the pandemic and the social injustices 
that were happening in 2020 right after the murder of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, and others, 
I felt it was my professional duty to get involved.” 
In one form or another, all the participants shared a perspective related to the Black Lives 
Matter resurgence and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic as critical to their participation. 
Sanjay shared how his professional experience as an attorney gives him a social justice or 





As a trained attorney, I had seen my fair share of injustices in the legal system. The 
professional experiences I believed would help serve to steer efforts with a legal and 
social justice mindset. I just had to get involved, and I knew I could contribute to 
mediating discussions that would undoubtedly be challenging. 
Rachel added that her educational journey inspired her professionally. 
I began my second master’s program during BLM and COVID-19, and we began to 
dialogue via Zoom. I believe because we were able to hold a space for these challenging 
conversations, we came together better as a cohort. My hope is to contribute to something 
similar to PPS’s efforts in DEI. 
The impact of the Black Lives Matter movement and COVID-19 was referenced 
continually among all the participants. Michael stated: 
I am one of the more junior staff members at PPS, and the colleagues of my similar 
age and experience believe in being visible advocates for social injustice. We want the 
world to change, and we feel responsible for it. For me, being part of those conversations 
at PPS is an important professional and personally. 
Akshara spoke about the professional duty she felt to get involved in the DEI initiative 
because of her academic experience in DEI topics: 
I built my career on lecturing about racism and anti-racism practices in my field. My 
academic work, my writing all contributes to the work I do now within the master’s 
program, but I feel it can also help a broader group of citizens beyond my classroom. 
Participated in the Initial Development of the DEI Initiative at PPS 
A few participants were part of the initial discussion with Galaxy University leadership 
that dates back to pre-COVID-19 and BLM. Sarah shared how this initiative began in 2019 and 
how she is committed to the PPS DEI initiative. 
At the start of 2019, we began discussions with Galaxy University leadership to 
discuss what could be offered for the professional development of faculty from PPS. Our 
goal was to ensure we supported the development of our faculty to create inclusive 
workplaces and classrooms. We were committed to this effort, and it began with simple 
discussions that then help us learn the resources available. Although all the resources 
were not available to all faculty. 





In collaboration with Sarah, we did a lot of exploration of what was available to PPS 
for DEI development. On reflection, the conversations we had in an informal setting 
allowed us to make the most progress in getting things underway. 
Involved in a DEI Initiative at PPS or Galaxy University 
Participants also shared that aligning their current DEI work in their master’s program 
motivated them to get involved in the DEI initiative at PPS or another group at Galaxy 
University. Robert shared how he was motivated by making an impact on the students’ 
experience at PPS: 
There's my research on minority populations and DEI initiatives, and until now, I 
was more focused on opportunities for the young to have access to higher education. I 
knew being involved in the PPS initiative would allow me to impact the student 
population positively. So, when leadership and the founding DEI members welcomed me, 
I was happy I could contribute to the professional advocacy and activism of the DEI 
initiative. 
James added how his involvement in the DEI initiative was also motivated by a 
professional purpose: to improve DEI pedagogical practices. 
I am involved in an informal faculty group at Galaxy that has begun to address the 
need for DEI pedagogical practices in the classroom.  It’s new and has not been around 
for more than a month, but I believe what I will learn from it will help our PPS efforts. 
Maya added that it was the inequality of DEI resources that was in part why she got 
involved: 
As a woman of color, it has always mattered to me to fight for access, and in many 
ways, the faculty of our non-tenure-track school [PPS] is viewed less than the faculty 
from tenure track schools at Galaxy. Professionally and personally, that is upsetting to me 
as access to DEI resources, whether for seed grants or training, should be available to all 
faculty regardless of rank. Some called this unrealistic for higher education. I just called 





Deeply Committed Due to Personal Reasons 
As Maya shared above, there are personal and professional reasons why the participants 
became involved. The personal narratives were shared as frequently as the professional 
commitment and duty to advancing DEI at PPS (12 out of 15, 80%). 
The efforts that were undertaken by the participants connected to experiences that were 
traumatic in their personal lives or, according to them, deeply impacted their commitment to 
fighting social injustice. Anusha shared how her multicultural lens as a first-generation woman 
motivated her to get involved in the DEI initiative: 
As a first-generation Indian-American woman, I am highly aware of the cultural and 
legal barriers that exist for women. Given that women are underrepresented in the most 
senior positions in higher education, including administration and faculty positions, I 
want to do what I can to change that everywhere I work and teach. 
James, a white-male participant, spoke to how the Civil Rights Movement impacted him 
at the age of 12: 
I grew up during an important time in this Nation’s history, and in my home, we 
admired all the people who fought for the Civil Rights Act of 1964. My parents and my 
school were vocal advocates of the movement, and my mother marched in Washington, 
D.C. So, to see what is happening now in our country is devastating. I had to become 
involved at Galaxy and PPS to advance the faculty's practice of DEI in the classroom to 
support the main international student population throughout Galaxy. 
Participates in DEI Efforts Outside of PPS 
Matthew, an African American male, shared that he did not feel that he was subjected to 
discrimination: 
I never felt that I could not do all that I wanted; I was very fortunate to live the life I 
have led, but I know and witnessed many others suffer, so I contributed and am still in a 
local chapter of the ACLU. Given my experience in various ACLU work and policy 
building, I have contributed and I became involved with DEI initiative at PPS. 
Sondra, an African American female, described how her lived experiences motivate her 





My family and I spent a lot of time helping in the church and mentoring single 
mothers and children. We aimed to support single mothers in our urban town and not 
resort to unsafe means to earn a living, and we saw first-hand what that meant. I have 
been committed to supporting access to minority children, particularly those who suffer 
from food poverty and education. I am doing my part in other ways at PPS to gain 
sponsorship for scholarships for first-generation, low-income, and minority students. 
Personal Experiences 
The participants also shared their personal experiences that motivated them to get 
involved in the DEI initiative. As Michael explained, “I always wanted to find a way to add my 
voice to DEI and LGBTQ+ efforts because I know first-hand how organizations can be biased 
against anyone different.” 
As a female minority, Elizabeth shared her deep commitment to the DEI initiative. 
I think that work on this committee is much more meaningful for me, in that sense 
that I have lived through some traumatic experiences as a minority. I know that in doing 
it for me, it’s some form of reconciliation with the world; because of the struggles, I 
faced. This is an opportunity to begin supporting a safe space for all colleagues and 
students, but primarily for the minority students. 
Sanjay explained the hardships he faced coming to the U.S. as an international student. 
As an Asian American international student, the cross-cultural impact of when I 
arrived in the States had a very negative impact on me, and I know I was not alone. 
However, I still think we do not do enough for the international students to feel like they 
don’t need to “assimilate” or shed their heritage to “fit in. 
Advocate for Equitable Access to DEI Development for Non-tenure-track Faculty 
A group of participants, 8 out of the 15, stated they were committed to the DEI effort 
because they had experienced or learned about the lack of access to DEI resources and 
development for PPS’s non-tenure-track faculty at Galaxy. Robert asked during his interview, 
“At the end of the day, how much influence is a part-time faculty group going to have changed 





Rachel has worked with full-time and part-time faculty at tenure and non-tenure-track 
schools in her career, and she cited the lack of day-to-day administrative support: 
Part-time faculty need institutional support, especially with DEI practices, just as 
much, if not more so, than full-time faculty. Part-time faculty are the most diverse faculty 
and often are the faculty who teach to the diverse students who have to go to school at 
night because they are busy working during the day to make ends meet. 
As one of the founding members of the DEI initiative, a PPS, Maya spoke about her 
initial reflection when she learned of the tenure versus non-tenure-track access to DEI 
developmental resources. “I was surprised. I couldn’t understand how instead of easily seeing the 
DEI issue in front of them as DEI administrators, they said, ‘These are the policies.’” 
Faculty Affected by Lack of Access 
A few faculty members who participated in the DEI initiative also shared their experience 
of the difference between supporting a non-tenure-track faculty member and a tenure track 
faculty. Ann discussed the difficulties in finding information regarding grant money made 
available for DEI research. 
I reached out to inquire if there would be seed grant money made available to faculty 
at PPS for DEI research, and I was told the seed grants were available only to the tenure-
track faculty. The non-tenure-track faculty are not obligated to do research, so I sort of 
understood it, but then I had to advocate for the ability to gain access. At first, it was no, 
but then I got them to agree. How I understood it, it was not to be ‘advertised’ with others 
at PPS. 
Robert shared how in the original discussions to launch the DEI initiative; it was made 
clear that the support was the exception and not the rule. 
I contacted the main office at Galaxy to ask for guidance for developing a climate 
survey, and it was not so readily received.  It was more of “why and what for,” and this 
was in 2019 before the murder of George Floyd and Breonna Taylor. The tone did change 





Administrators Respond to Lack of Access 
A finding of the study also points to the administrators' perspective on the lack of access 
in the non-tenure-track environment. As Sarah pointed out, “It’s not just the faculty that are 
viewed as ‘less than’; it’s the administrators too.” 
Sanjay added that in his role, as faculty and administrator, he was doubly frustrated: 
At PPS, I wear both hats. So, I was able to see that it wasn’t just a lack of support 
and resources to faculty but also the administrators; it is all of PPS. They [Galaxy] just 
were not counting on us caring. 
Lettice concurred by sharing how her emails were at first responded to, and then her 
emails for resources to be shared were not followed up on. 
After we emailed and asked for the PDFs and guides from one of the tenure-track 
schools at Galaxy, we were ghosted. We never got a response again, and it made me 
wonder what was going on—had I overstepped, or was I supposed to ask someone more 
senior than me? I was concerned. 
Supportive but Doubts Viable Progress 
Several participants shared that although they were committed to the DEI initiative at 
PPS, they were less convinced of PPS’s commitment to its longevity. As Ann shared, “I have 
been at PPS long enough to have seemed efforts that leadership claimed to back or support end 
up discontinued or forgotten.” 
Michael explained how colleagues are anxious to get involved; many commented that 
progress is slow, and hence his wariness: 
What I'm seeing and appreciating, and believing is a real commitment to DEI at PPS. 
And people seem to be anxious to learn and to develop and to execute. I just haven't seen 
a lot happening just yet, but people seem to be committed.  
Doubt the Viability of the Initiative Due to Political Forces 






Institutions will trick us. It sounds cynical, but it has happened so many times before. 
Regardless of whether you are a small or large institution, you have to wonder if they are 
using DEI work to make themselves look and feel better, or is it doing work? And when 
the work is coming from the lower ranks or anyone other than leadership, it becomes far 
harder for the institution to claim it. 
Lettice, who is an African woman, shared how she notices that people of color are not 
positioned to have influence or power in the DEI initiative: 
You know, these types of initiatives are important, and I am grateful to be part of it. 
Still, even on the DEI working group and committee, there is an obvious dynamic to 
power and influence, and I am not sure if it has dawned on them that none of those with 
the power and influence are people of color. 
Finding #2 
A strong majority of participants (80%), because of their commitment to the DEI 
initiative, sought to become involved by being nominated or appointed as advocates. 
Participants were asked to describe how roles and responsibilities were established to 
develop the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. The majority of participants (86%) 
described they were nominated to assume a role or responsibility. (See Appendix L: Frequency 
Chart—Finding #2 for a complete list of responses.) In addition, Table 9 provides a summary of 
Finding #2 data. 
 
Table 9. Outline of Finding #2 
 
FINDING #2 
A strong majority of participants (80%), because of their commitment to the DEI initiative, 
sought to become involved by being nominated or appointed as advocates.  
Participants indicated the following with respect to how roles and/or responsibilities were 
determined. 
• Nominated to a role and responsibility (13 out 15, 86%) 






• Appointed to a role and responsibility  (8 out of 15, 53%) 
o Created a role to perform a specific task 
 
• Volunteered to a role and responsibility (6 out of 15, 40%) 
o Lack of Clarity as to Role and Responsibilities 
 
Nominated to a Role and Responsibility 
To initiate the DEI initiative, the participants began establishing who would perform the 
work. In advance of the findings below, the readers should bear in mind that all DEI-related 
work at PPS is performed without any compensation. Participants consisting of faculty and staff 
were nominated by division. Participant Michael shared his desire to nominate someone new: 
“We wanted faculty and staff that would be willing to go the extra mile, and nominating 
someone who wasn’t on board from the start would not be helpful to the initiative.” 
As an original founding member of the DEI initiative at PPS, Anusha, offered the 
following as to the thought process of nominations. 
A colleague in the founding DEI working group was advocating on my behalf. When 
she approached me, she said she felt positive that professional experiences and interest in 
the DEI field would benefit the development of the DEI initiative and would nominate 
me. 
As a nomination process was the primary means by which individuals became involved 
in the DEI initiative at PPS, the following participants offered their insight into how they recalled 
the nomination process to assume a role or responsibility. James is a senior member of PPS with 
a dual role as faculty and a program administrator. He described how he did not want faculty and 
staff nominated to feel as they were being “voluntold,” meaning that participation in the DEI 





We wanted to avoid folks feeling like they were “voluntold” to participate. We also 
did not want to nominate those who were already vocal and diverse members of the 
community. We know that often the burden falls on our diverse folk to be the educators 
of the ignorant, biased, and white supremacists. 
Anusha added how she experienced the nomination process and her hesitation in getting 
involved: 
I was informed that I was nominated for the committee because of my interests and 
experience in DEI. I am a new newcomer to the Faculty at PPS. So, I was hesitant at first, 
but the initial working group who nominated me was clear in their communications when 
we would meet. We all had clear tasks as to what our tasks were between meetings and 
how to make the most of those meetings to improve DEI at PPS. 
Ann cited her visibility at PPS and involvement in DEI as to how she was nominated. 
I was very visible at the point that the working group and committee began to 
establish. I was just waiting to be asked because I didn’t want to force them to select me 
as a nominee if others wanted an opportunity. 
Sarah recalled how she was nominated, pointing to her involvement in DEI work. 
I was contacted and then informed that I was to be nominated for the committee 
because of my experience in higher education and DEI. I was excited to be “recruited” 
right away and glad they didn’t surprise me with it. I never felt like I had to say yes. 
With 86% of participants being nominated, the findings point to the nominees’ personal 
or professional experience being critical in identifying the DEI committee and working group 
members. Sanjay explained his need to get involved: “I believed my professional experiences 
would help steer efforts with a legal and social justice mindset. I just had to get involved.” 
Participant Michael shared his insights as a gay man into the nominee selection process: 
I am a very vocal advocate of LGBTQ+ rights, and as a gay man, I have always felt 
that given the opportunity, I would always participate in any way that I could. I was also 
asked to help identify any other faculty or staff that would appreciate an opportunity to 





Nominated Because They Were Already Active in the DEI Initiative 
Several of the participants were already involved in the working group and founding 
committee, and to secure their continued participation, they were nominated. As shared by 
founding member Robert: 
We had to guarantee that the members who were passionate and influential would 
remain part of the initiative. If we failed to acknowledge that they were critical to this 
effort, we would lose momentum, and they would lose heart as well. 
Maya commented on how participants in the DEI initiative were identified based on their 
activity in DEI topics and work at PPS. 
I was involved in the early discussions to create DEI workshops for faculty at PPS 
since nothing was offered at Galaxy. I was very vocal about this need and began asking 
each unit if they had already connected with a subject matter expert to offer, so when 
there was a clear direction from PPS or Galaxy, I took the lead. Everyone knew I was 
invested. 
As shared by the participants, their commitment to the DEI initiative in advance of an 
official committee helped their units nominate them for representation. Participant Jaime 
explained his perspective on the nomination process: 
Let me [be] straightforward. I knew I was going to be nominated. First of all, my unit 
knows I’m genuinely committed, but also, they don’t want to deal with the hassle these 
works come with. So, we all agreed on it. 
To further this point, Lettice shared: 
I knew I wanted to be “officially” involved and not be in the periphery of the 
initiative, so I campaigned to be nominated. I let anyone I knew who was senior and 
leading the effort know they could count on me to take the time and advocate on PPS’s 
behalf. 
Appointed Roles and Responsibilities  
As we have learned from the previous section, participation was primarily determined by 
a nomination process. In this section, participants will share how they became involved in the 





Elizabeth shared details about her appointment and how her senior position at PPS played 
a role in her involvement: 
As a senior leader in Academic Affairs, I was asked to help share among the staff 
that the DEI initiative was launching. A nomination process would begin in the coming 
weeks. Leadership wanted senior members to signal to all staff that they were serious 
about supporting DEI. So, I was appointed to participate because of my senior leadership 
at PPS. 
Jaime added how he was tapped by leadership to be involved in the DEI initiative based 
on prior and current work in the DEI space at PPS: 
I was contacted by a senior leader that I had been appointed to be a leader if not in 
my time investment with the initiative, at least be a vocal proponent of the initiative. My 
boss did not realize that as a queer man, I was happy to be appointed to support the DEI 
effort. 
Created a Role to Perform a Specific Task 
Participants were able to select roles and activities that allowed them to leverage their 
skills. For example, in the case of data analysis, Michael had this to offer: 
As a fairly young member of PPS, I knew that my participation and support would 
be best if I could help with data. I also think this is why I was appointed to a role. The 
importance of gathering data to develop strategic goals was clear from the outset from all 
the informal and formal meetings I joined. So, I offered my help and was appointed to do 
that data analysis role. 
Akshara, a faculty member and study participant, shared the following about performing 
a specific task in the DEI initiative: 
As a writer and communications expert, I offered to help draft messaging regarding 
the DEI initiative. I believe that my being appointed had a lot to do with the fact that as a 
person of color and with my background, I could help craft the messages that would help 





Volunteer for a Role or Responsibility 
Several participants shared that although they were not nominated, they still sought to 
volunteer and contribute to the DEI initiative. Lettice offered how she was proactive about her 
involvement in the DEI initiative: 
I know that as a junior person of color, I perhaps would not be called on to take on a 
leadership role or perhaps be nominated. So, I took matters into my own hands and 
volunteered to help. 
Sanjay offered how he also took it upon himself to ensure he was involved and 
volunteered. 
I heard from another colleague that the DEI initiatives were ramping up. I 
immediately emailed a few members of the founding group to let them know I was 
interested in getting involved. So, I volunteered but eventually got involved in leading the 
development of a DEI Glossary of Terms. 
Lack of Clarity as to Role and Responsibilities 
Of the participants who volunteered, a few shared below how there was no clear path to 
assigning roles and responsibilities. As cited by Lettice, “ Once I volunteered, I was unsure how 
I could help, so I waited to see if anyone would ask me to do something in particular. After two 
meetings, I saw there was a need for note-taking and administrative work.” 
Another testimony to the lack of clarity came from Ann, who is a senior member of the 
DEI initiative, so she waited until she was asked to contribute to embed DEI into the PPS 
curriculum: 
In truth, I felt there was so much I could do and wanted to do, but I waited because 
there was no clear direction, so I listened and observed and saw where the gaps were, and 
then I volunteered to contribute to the curriculum DEI work. 
Based on the participants' responses, the lack of clarity also wasted time, as shared by 
Rachel. “The confusion at first seemed to cause momentum to get lost. It almost felt like a 






All participants (100%) indicated that power and politics significantly impacted the 
development of the DEI initiative. 
Participants were asked to describe how a non-tenure-track environment impacts the 
development of the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative. All participants (100%) indicated 
that power and politics significantly impacted the development of the DEI initiative. (See 
Appendix M: Frequency Chart—Finding# 3 for a complete list of responses.) In addition, 
Table 10 provides a summary of Finding #3 data. 
Table 10.                                                                                    
 
FINDING #3 
All participants (100%) indicated that power and politics significantly impacted 
the development of the DEI initiative.   
Participants were asked to describe how a non-tenure-track environment impacts 
the development of diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative.  (15 out of 15, 100%) 
• Power and Politics  
o Unfair equity vis à vis University (15 out of 15, 100%) 
o Lack of governance, access, and influence (10 out of 15, 67%) 
 
• University’s Perception of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty 
o Lack of academic pedigree (10 out of 15, 67%) 
o Viewed as short-term employees ( 9 out of 15, 60%) 
 
• Limited Access 
o Professional development and Pedagogical training (8 out of 15, 53%) 





Power and Politics 
Unfair Equity vis-à-vis University 
The participants of the DEI initiative at PPS all indicated that power and politics 
significantly impacted the development of the DEI initiative. As a non-tenure-track school at 
Galaxy, the PPS community perceived and experienced power and politics, diminished 
perception of the school, and limited access to resources and support. As Anusha shared, the 
status of the non-tenure-track school impacted the development of the DEI initiative: 
From our first conversations with leadership outside of PPS, it was clear that we 
were ‘different’ from the tenure-track schools, so we did not have the access or support 
they did. 
Ann commented on the difficulty in managing under those perceptions: 
It's demoralizing as, in many ways, our faculty have the advantage of the scholar-
practitioner lens. We have done the work outside of higher education, and we have the 
higher education and pedagogical training. I do think there is support, but we are being 
cautious not to overstep. I would add that from my own personal experience I have never 
been denied support when I asked for it.  
Rachel, a study participant, shared that PPS leadership were concerned that conversations 
about the DEI development did not go outside of PPS faculty and staff at first: 
There was a real concern about who was talking to who and from where at Galaxy 
and PPS. It felt like we were always teetering between ‘Let’s get the DEI initiative going, 
but don’t ruffle any feathers.’ 
Sanjay offered his experience in a meeting with senior leadership: 
I can recall that early in the initial conversations with Galaxy, the exchanges were 
defensive such as ‘Why now?’, ‘What is your aim?’ Instead of…’We are so glad you 
want to get this going.’ Now, remember, this was before George Floyd, so the same 
urgency wasn’t there, but if anything, it made it clear the demarcation of there is ‘us,’ and 





Lack of Governance, Access, and Influence 
A significant number of participants (10 out of 15, 67%) shared that there was a lack of 
governance, access, and influence at PPS for the development of the DEI initiative. The 
participants below shared their perceptions of the environment they worked in related to the 
power and politics of a non-tenure-track school and a tenure track school when launching this 
initiative. 
Governance is defined as the structures and processes that are designed to ensure 
accountability, transparency, responsiveness, the rule of law, stability, equity and inclusiveness, 
empowerment, and broad-based participation. Rachel recounted how she first experienced a lack 
of governance when attempting to launch the DEI initiative. 
It’s part of the ethos of PPS that as the only non-tenure-track at Galaxy, we have 
always been considered as ‘less than the other schools. I anticipated from the get-go that 
we would be asking for something already not offered to other schools, and in 2019, DEI 
was not the same subject as it came to be in June 2020. So, when we reached to inquire 
about support in the development of DEI at PPS, the response was basically ‘we have 
resources that are created to support tenure-track faculty and schools’—so not us. 
In performing this study, it became evident that there were existing committees at Galaxy 
University that were focused on DEI-related topics. Each school was represented except for PPS, 
which was true for more than one committee. For example, participant Elizabeth spoke to this. 
Finding out that we were not asked to part of these committees is wrong, and we felt 
invisible. I understand it is complicated, but PPS faculty and staff are not less than the 
tenure-track faculty. As I see it, DEI development is for every one person in the 
University. 
As relates to access for the DEI initiative, Rachel reported how she experienced and then 
planned for minimizing any damage to the DEI initiative if she caused any waves. 
Seeing that this was not a simple ‘here’s what you asked for’ and noticed the pauses 
and silence to our requests for resources and support, we knew we had to speak to 





Rachel further offered that she had already anticipated needing leadership’s buy-in: 
The year before, based on faculty recommendations, we shared with leadership that 
we needed advice for how to begin a DEI initiative and where did it need to ‘live.’ Who 
was going to oversight throughout for all of the populations: students, faculty, and staff? 
Another participant noted the importance of influence in the development of the DEI 
practices: 
There is no substitute for influence in the development of any project. It’s a question 
of who has the influence to ensure the project succeeds and will get the green light to 
keep going even when it gets hairy. At the end of the day, even the most influential PPS 
leadership is just still from PPS, no matter what the room or the project at PPS. (Jaime) 
University’s Perception of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty 
Chapter 2 of this study provided extensive information about the non-tenure-track faculty 
population. As stated, the non-tenure-track faculty workforce is necessary to support the needs of 
the nontraditional student population, as that faculty can teach part-time or full-time. Present-
day, approximately 30%  of faculty serve in tenure-track or tenured positions, while 20% are 
full-time non-tenure-track (contingent) faculty, and 50% are part-time (adjunct) faculty 
(Yakoboski & Foster, 2014). 
A significant shift has taken place in the academic profession, with highly stratified and 
differentiated faculty career tracks. As summarized in a report published by Chun and Evans 
(2014), the non-tenure-track population has been sustained through reactive, just-in-time hiring 
practices without the benefit of alignment with the overall mission and institutional workforce 
strategy. In many instances, this new faculty workforce model has not been calibrated to serve 
the needs of students nor the non-tenure-track faculty. Unlike the private industry, colleges and 
universities have been slow to realize the value of strategic human resources in organizational 





Lack of Academic Pedigree 
The non-tenure-track faculty at PPS are experiencing the lack of “calibration,” as stated 
above, through the inaccessibility to support and resources specifically as it relates to the DEI 
initiative. Participant Anusha shared her experience as a non-tenure-track faculty at PPS. 
At PPS, among us, I don’t see it being a factor. Outside of PPS, we are not on the 
same plane as tenured faculty with respect to our academic pedigree. We know and 
appreciate that the scholar-practitioner model is in many cases better than just having an 
academic, tenured, in the classroom. Ask yourself: Who will be best suited to provide 
students with the best perspective of putting what they are learning into practice? 
Participant Matthew is a full-time faculty member and Professor of Practice at PPS and is 
recognized as a ‘type’ of Professor at Galaxy. Matthew shared his experience. 
When I joined PPS, I  knew there was going to be a difference between me and the 
others that are considered at the top of the food chain in terms of faculty. In truth, I never 
experienced anything in my face at PPS or Galaxy, and I have been treating them with 
respect. To my face, but it’s part of the culture, and you know it’s there even if it’s not 
explicitly in your face. I knew it would be challenging, but I do think we will be 
supported in this effort. 
Sarah had the following to share about her experience as a non-tenure-track faculty at 
PPS: 
My understanding is that non-tenure-track or part-time faculty like me are perceived 
by the institution as not as credible. I didn’t think I would let that bother me because my 
goal was always to be a teacher, and I had my other work to truly buoy my dreams and 
aspirations in the field and with its practice. What did spark my feeling of injustice was 
the lack of access to resources related to DEI development, as if it isn’t a critical factor 
for our pedagogical development. The faculty status should not matter. We actually teach 
the majority of the student population if you account for how many there are of us versus 
the tenured faculty. 
Viewed as Short-term Employees 
As provided in a report by the AAUP (2019), part-time faculty require only minimal 
commitment from the institution, and they result in a predictably high level of faculty turnover. 





Only a quarter of all part-time faculty appointments extend beyond two terms. Additionally, non-
tenure-track faculty are reported to earn less, are less likely to have work-provided benefits, and 
are more likely to experience job instability than standard workers (GAO, 2017). Thus, the data 
clearly provide for the study participants stating that they are treated as short-term employees. 
Sanjay, a study participant, shared how he experiences his work as a non-tenure-track, 
part-time faculty at PPS. 
When I first started with PPS, I was glad to see the support in the onboarding of the 
faculty, but aside from that, there is no advancement, no career support, or growth. You 
can max out at three courses per academic year, and you are lucky if you don’t get 
replaced by new faculty. 
Akshara, a full-time faculty member, described her perspective of the institutional 
commitment of non-tenure-track, part-time faculty: 
As a graduate student, I worked as part-time faculty, and I remember how disposable 
I felt.  I wanted to make sure that was not going to be where I found myself in the future. 
There is a real issue here because I do believe some part-time faculty will take their work 
very seriously and wish to be considered for advancement, but others will lend a bad 
name to part-time faculty. 
Sarah, a part-time faculty member at PPS, commented on her experience and the 
complexity of long-held perceptions and biases of part-time faculty in academia: 
The academy has not done enough to minimize or end the marginalization of part-
time faculty. There is a hard-line division of tenured faculty, and then there is everyone 
else. I know a lot of the data that exists for the lack of governance and support provided 
to part-time faculty. My experience at PPS has been positive, but I know that in the 
Galaxy environment with tenure-track faculty, my feeling is not positive or encouraging. 
Limited Access 
The study participants provided accounts of how they experienced a lack of access to 





Professional and Pedagogical Development Opportunities 
In the process of investigating how to develop the DEI initiative, the study participants 
who engaged in initial conversations with Galaxy leadership were informed that they did not 
have access to resources for professional development. Sondra shared how she learned that 
professional development from subject matter experts in DEI within Galaxy was offered to 
tenure-track faculty and not the part-time faculty. 
What was made clear to me is that we could see what online resources existed that 
we could leverage. Fortunately, there were a few, but it was obvious to me that we had to 
find a way to fend for ourselves if we sought DEI professional and pedagogical 
development. 
Sarah explained how faculty had to find other resources to access DEI development they 
could apply to their teaching or conversation management in classrooms with students and staff. 
We began to search online for inclusive teaching resources and created a folder of 
toolkits, guidelines, webinars, and other documents we could share with faculty and staff.  
It really became a resource for many, and it didn’t cost us anything.  Over time, it 
allowed us to learn what was being offered and created a workshop that was customized 
to our faculty. 
Budgetary and Financial Resources 
The faculty and staff did not have a ready source of funds to access DEI development, 
pay for customized workshops, or other online educational assets. In order to continue to 
progress, James shares how they used the budget within their own M.S. programs to pay for 
small expenses such as PDFs and webinars. 
We had to find ways to be resourceful, and that’s fine, but it is not sustainable over 
the long term if, as an institution, we want to ensure we are prioritizing DEI.  Once we 
had a formal presence, we presented a proposal to the PPS leadership for budget and 
other financial support to pay for workshops and other professional and pedagogical 
development opportunities. 
Lettice, who supported the DEI initiative from a staff perspective, shared how she 





I helped in the drafting of the proposal, and while I know this was initially begun 
with a faculty focus, I also asked them to increase the budget to also include a budget for 
DEI development for staff. The staff gets forgotten, and sometimes you have to remind 
them that there are diverse stakeholders to consider. The point is the staff is critical to an 
academic institution is just as important that we also have a budget for DEI trainings and 
for the creation of ERGs and affinity groups. 
Finding #4 
An overwhelming majority of participants (93%) learned in informal ways to manage the 
implementation of the DEI initiative in a politically charged environment. 
Participants were asked how to say they learned in informal ways to manage the 
implementation of the DEI initiative in a politically charged environment. An overwhelming 
majority of participants (93%) learn in informal ways to manage the implementation of the DEI 
initiative in a politically charged environment. (See Appendix N: Frequency Chart—Finding #4 
for a complete list of responses. In addition, Table 11 provides a summary of Finding #4 data. 
Table 11. Outline of Finding #4 
Finding #4 
 
An overwhelming majority of participants (93%) learned in informal ways to manage the 
implementation of the DEI initiative in a politically charged environment. 
 
Participants were asked how to say they learned to manage the implementation of the 
DEI initiative in a politically charged environment.  
• Learn through informal means – dialogue and critical reflection - to manage the 
implementation of the DEI initiative. (14 out of 15, 93%) 
 
• Dialogue with leadership, faculty, and staff within PPS to advocate for the DEI 
initiative (10 out of 15, 66%) 
 
• Dialogue with leadership, faculty, and staff outside of PPS to advocate for the DEI 
initiative. (7 out of 15, 47%) 
 





Learn Through Informal Means—Dialogue and Critical Reflection—to Manage the 
Implementation of the DEI Initiative 
Based on the following interview data, participants learned to initiate the DEI work via 
dialogue and critical reflection with each other and colleagues external to PPS. Maya spoke 
about dialogue pre-and post-COVID-19. 
Before COVID-19, we were on campus, and we could easily engage in conversations 
with another about how to launch the DEI initiative. Often the conversations happened 
during breaks in common areas and outdoors, but after COVID-19, it became a concern 
that we would lose engagement. We were glad to find Zoom allowed for us to join 
conversations in a much more fluid timeline. 
Similarly, Michael mentioned how he learned through dialogue about DEI topics and the 
current challenge of developing a DEI initiative at PPS and Galaxy: 
We talked a lot with individuals and in groups, and the conversations were candid.  
We had honest interactions and carved out space wherever possible to engage in planning 
the next steps. It has been a learning opportunity for me. 
Sarah shared how the dialogue helped to create alignment in specific areas of work: 
In discussing what specific areas we were passionate about, we helped to create 
alignment as to who would perform specific work to advance the DEI initiative. For 
example, I developed and ran a workshop to help faculty with managing difficult 
conversations about race. If we had not created the space to discuss and reflect on what 
areas of DEI, we were committed to effecting progressive change to support faculty, we 
would not have been as effective, in my view. 
Anusha added, “The opportunity for dialogue with one another crystallized for me the 
importance of this work and how I could contribute in the best possible way.” 
The DEI working group is a mix of administration and staff members who partner with 
the faculty DEI committee. A study participant, Elizabeth, offered how she worked to organize a 
group of colleagues to form an informal working group. 
I asked people I knew were involved and passionate about this to serve on the 
working group to push forward for a diversity committee. I thought perhaps an informal 
working group could act more quickly than an ‘official’ committee. In truth, we both 





faculty, DEI committee began to meet, the PPS anti-racism messaging on our website, 
communications, and mission statement began to develop. 
Michael concurred with Elizabeth about the involvement of passionate members. 
I have observed from a series of discussions, and then critically reflecting on the 
importance of DEI work after the murder of George Floyd in June 2020, that there are a 
lot of passionate and dedicated colleagues, including our white male colleagues. 
Sanjay highlighted the importance of collaboration and group work from all members. 
The group work created an openness of inquiry and exploration. I don't feel anyone 
in the group is not engaged or dedicated to the work. I think the collaboration from all 
members has been very generative for all of us and also at the same time very effective. 
Dialogue with Leadership, Faculty, and Staff Within PPS to Advocate for the DEI Initiative 
Study participants shared that the need for dialogue with leadership, faculty, and staff 
within PPS was critical to the advancement of the DEI initiative. For example, Jaime, a study 
participant, recalled how the DEI working engaged with each other and leadership: 
In the DEI working group, we all acknowledged the need to ensure support from the 
units and leadership for the DEI initiative’s success. Faculty gathered other faculty at PPS 
to gauge support and willingness to commit to the effort, and the same was done for the 
staff side. Once we had a majority that included the working group, we approached 
leadership by requesting a meeting to share the details of the initiative. Once we shared 
our proposed goals and received their approval to move forward, leadership assigned a 
senior leader to be our point person as needed. 
Further examples provided by the study participants detail specific accounts of working 
with colleagues and leadership at PPS. For example, Michael shared his perspective on having 
the support of PPS leadership and colleagues: 
I get the sense that PPS leadership and my colleagues support the vision and mission 
because of the dialogue we are engaged in. We also brought leadership in early to the 
conversations. I think that was critical. Otherwise, the initiative would never move 
forward. We worked on being inclusive with one another in breaking down invisible 
silos, and this helped to uplift the morale of our DEI working group. It’s never 
anticipated that telling your employer, ‘Hey, you’re not providing us with resources and 
support!’ is ever going to go well. It’s unfortunate that the murders of African Americans 





Anusha shared her perspective on the critical importance of involving leadership at PPS. 
It is absolutely important that we work with leadership, and it impacts our 
confidence in the organization. How confident we feel the work will have an impact on 
the PPS community is critical. Leadership needs to be hyperaware and engage with the 
PPS DEI team in this process. 
Sondra recalled how the engagement of colleagues and PPS leadership in informal 
learning spaces also strengthened the sense of community. 
The ways in which we engaged with PPS leadership was necessary to this process. 
We often left discussions where we had opportunities to talk openly about concerns and 
challenges in an open and safe manner. I feel certain just the conversations help to 
strengthen our resolve as a community to advance the DEI initiative. 
James shared a similar sentiment about the impact of the dialogue with the working 
groups. 
The space and the energy of the colleagues at PPS working on the DEI initiative was 
an environment where I felt I could contribute anything. I also thought that you know 
there were tasks given to us between the meetings, so I knew what I needed to do. It was 
an open space to work with another, but also task and goal-focused. 
Michael explained how he was also able to appreciate his colleagues more because of 
their commitment to work together and able to share without pretense of rank or title. 
The people who are on the committee—it's their energy. They're inspiring and the 
thoughtfulness, the time that they've spent, their preparedness at meetings. I feel 
privileged to be among them and to be collaborating with them. I'm also inspired by the 
work that they're doing in the classroom and research. More importantly, how can we ask 
for inclusion when we can’t role model it among ourselves? 
Dialogue with Leadership, Faculty, and Staff Outside of PPS to Advocate for DEI Initiative 
The participants gave insight as to how they dialogued with leadership, faculty, and staff 
outside of PPS to advocate for the DEI initiative. Maya expressed the importance of support 






Once we had the support of our internal leadership at PPS, we felt we could now 
apply to Galaxy for their guidance and support in the development of the DEI initiative. 
We asked to meet with the Provost’s Office to provide them an update on our initial, 
pre-nascent inquiry into DEI resources. Now we could say, ‘PPS leadership and our 
colleagues are all in agreement; how can you help us?’ 
Sondra shared how important it is to get Galaxy’s buy-in. “Securing leadership support 
from the top of the political spectrum must be at the forefront in how we go about modeling and 
achieving goals.” 
Other members of the DEI committee also looked to dialogue with others throughout the 
University, as, Robert shared, connecting and learning from others involved in DEI at Galaxy 
can help PPS to be more effective in their DEI development: “I'm still learning the ropes at PPS, 
and to know how other schools at Galaxy have launched DEI initiatives and have been most 
effective will help PPS’s efforts.” 
Elizabeth added how securing support from Galaxy leadership is beneficial for the work 
PPS will undertake, but also to keep them informed as to what PPS is doing. “I also realized how 
important it was to have external leadership engagement and to get buy-in from them for a better 
understanding all around.” 
The ability to have dialogue with leadership external to PPS also provided colleagues 
with learning and opportunities to cross-silo learn, as shared by Rachel. 
We have developed strategic plans for the DEI community at PPS with the help of 
the leadership of Galaxy as well! For example, the Office of the Employment Equal 
Educational Opportunities (EOAA) provided us with data we would need to work on 
increasing the diversity of faculty and staff. 
Jaime explained how she is continually connecting with her team to ask what are their 
DEI priorities. 
I’ve got a team of people who are very early in their careers, and they're hungry for 
the DEI work. They love participating in stretch goals and doing all these other things. 





just kind of sit there and ask what went wrong. I don’t want to let them down. So, yes, I 
feel you, and I’m going to do whatever you need me to do. 
Maya mentioned an example of how dialoguing with external partners at Galaxy 
University provided opportunities to learn from their experiences and have them share their trial-
and-error process. 
We reached out to other colleagues at Galaxy, and the opportunity to learn from 
them what worked and did not work was a big help to us. Requesting support and sharing 
resources was not always welcome, but given the climate we were in in 2020, I believe 
colleagues more advanced in their DEI work were sensing the community really needed 
the support. It was complicated, though, because we never wanted to overstep, or you 
could also hurt the initiative if someone senior complained to your boss. 
Anusha added that the varied differences in those who were more advanced in their DEI 
journey versus those learning in a “just-in-time” manner had an impact on the DEI work. 
I sensed there was tension among several members of the working groups. Those 
less experienced in DEI pedagogy felt they were at a disadvantage, but eventually, we 
resolved those issues through reflecting and sharing why we were there and what was our 
lived experience.  
Critically Reflect on and Analyze Data for Goal Development 
Study participants shared the importance of critical reflection in analyzing data to 
develop DEI goals. For example, PPS historical diversity recruitment and hiring data are critical 
to the development of the DEI goals and how to measure against year-to-year data whether DEI 
goals are effectual. Sondra cited that she was part of the initial group that collected the above-
referenced PPS data to leverage in DEI strategic goals development: 
At the beginning of the initiative, I was part of a group of DEI committee members 
who were tasked with aggregating the data of the diversity of PPS and connecting the 
data to support the varied working groups so they could start working on their proposed 
goals. 
Jaime spoke to how the data are important to analyze what the diversity of faculty is in 





Galaxy is a decentralized institution, and it differs from the centralized institution I 
came from. But now that I have been able to access data points to understand the 
difference among faculty, traditional tenure track, or non-tenure-track contexts at Galaxy, 
I can better support the DEI goals developed to best serve each varied faculty ranks in the 
multiple master’s programs. 
Participant engagement in data analysis also contributed to the development of the 
cultural climate survey. In the process of the climate survey development, Akshara explained 
how it required the opportunity to critically reflect on what would be the key areas PPS would 
want to ask in order to properly assess the organization and unit climate. 
The contextual data provided to us from the climate survey allowed for a better 
understanding of how PPS faculty, staff, and students perceived the cultural diversity, 
inclusivity, and equitable practices across PPS. More importantly, it was through the 
opportunity to discuss across units the questions we would ask in the survey that it 
dawned on us it would be very important to ask our PPS community these questions after 
the murder of George Floyd and our colleague's experiences during COVID-19 of the 
organization. We acknowledged many people were distraught, hurt, and traumatized 
during this time, in addition to being totally burned out. 
Robert commented on the analysis of the data from external sources and its value to 
benchmarking: 
I was responsible for the gathering of research and data from other institutions and 
from consulting groups such as BGC and McKinsey. The data and research are critical to 
the business case for why DEI initiatives are necessary for all organizations, including 
PPS. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter presented the four major findings that were uncovered by this study. The 
findings were organized and presented according to the research questions. Data from interviews 
revealed the individual and collaborative activities that were undertaken by the participants to 
begin a DEI initiative at PPS. In order to accurately represent the reality of the persons and 





finding was that a strong majority of participants (80%) described having a commitment to the 
development of a DEI initiative at PPS. 
The second finding was that a strong majority of participants (80%), because of their 
commitment, sought to become involved by being nominated or appointed as advocates for DEI.  
The study participants reported that once they were selected to be part of the DEI initiative by 
nomination or volunteering, their roles and responsibilities were largely pre-determined based on 
their personal or professional experience in the DEI field or specific expertise such as data 
analysis. 
In the third finding, all participants (100%) indicated that power and politics significantly 
impacted the development of the DEI initiative. As a result, the individuals learned to identify 
specific areas that indicate how power and politics were experienced by participants in the DEI 
development and execution—specifically, unfair equity vis-à-vis the university, the lack of 
governance, access, and influence, university perception of non-tenure-track faculty, the lack of 
academic pedigree, and being viewed as short-term employees. Additionally, the findings also 
included limited access to professional development, pedagogical training, and budgetary and 
financial resources. 
The fourth finding was that an overwhelming majority of participants (93%) learned 
through informal ways—dialogue and critical reflection—to manage implementation of the DEI 
initiative in a politically charged environment. Participants also dialogued with leadership, 
faculty, and staff within PPS, as well as outside of PPS, to advocate for the DEI initiative, and 






In order to access a deeper understanding from the findings for analysis, the researcher 
aligned each research question with the major finding statements of the study and its central 
question—how an academic begins a DEI initiative in a non-tenure-track environment. The 
answers to the central question became the analytical categories used to frame the findings for 
analysis and interpretation. The findings reveal that participants seek to be nominated or 
appointed in order to advocate for the DEI initiative (Analytic Category #1). 
Without the proper governance, advocacy, and influence, the non-tenure-track faculty 
must resolve act independently to achieve its DEI goals via the creation of formal and informal 
groups, including committees. Thus, the participants learn in informal ways to implement the 
DEI initiative in the context of power and politics through dialogue and critical reflection 
(Analytic  Category #2). Findings were analyzed through the aforementioned analytic categories, 





Table 12. Relationship between the Research Questions and Findings Leading to Analytical 
Categories 
 
Analytic Categories for the Exploration of How an Academic Institution Develops a DEI 
Initiative in a Non-Tenure-Track Environment 
 
Participants implemented the 





1. seeking to be nominated or 
appointed in order to advocate 







2. learning in formal and 
informal ways to implement the 
DEI initiative in the context of a 




Adapted from M. Volpe’s 2011 Process for Developing Analytic Categories 
RQ Finding Statement 
How do participants 
describe their level of 
commitment to creating the 
diversity, equity, and 
inclusion initiative? 
A strong majority of participants 
(80%) described having a 
commitment to the DEI initiative 
was a critical factor in its 
development. 
How do the participants 
say roles and 
responsibilities are 
determined in the 
development of diversity, 
equity, and inclusion 
initiative? 
A strong majority of participants 
(80%), because of their commitment 
to the DEI initiative, sought to 
become involved by being 
nominated or appointed as 
advocates.  
 
In what ways does a non-
tenure-track environment 
impact the development of 
diversity, equity, and 
inclusion initiative? 
All participants (100%) indicated 
that power and politics significantly 
impacted the development of the 
DEI initiative.   
How do the participants 
say they learned to manage 
the power dynamics in the 
non-tenure-track 
environment?   
An overwhelming majority of 
participants (93%) learned in formal 
and informal ways to manage the 
implementation of the DEI initiative 





Chapter 5: Analysis, Interpretation, and Synthesis of Findings 
Purpose 
The purpose of this research was to explore with a group of faculty and administrators in 
non-tenure-track schools within a tenure track environment to study their perceptions of what is 
required to develop and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative when they 
lack the authority and resources to do so. In the process of the study, the researcher had access to 
the community of the non-tenure-track school and the participants exploring the development of 
the DEI initiative. 
In addition, these interviews are intended to elicit information on the climate and 
contextual impact of the site where the initiative was launched. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions framed the purpose of this study:  
1. How do participants describe their level of commitment to creating the diversity, 
equity, and inclusion initiative? 
2. How do the participants say roles and responsibilities are determined to develop 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
3. In what ways does a non-tenure-track environment impact the development of 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
4. How do the participants say they learned to manage the power dynamics in the non-
tenure-track environment?   






The four major findings uncovered through the data collected in this study are: 
1. A strong majority of participants (80%) described that having a commitment to the 
DEI initiative was a critical factor in its development. 
2. A strong majority of participants (80%), because of their commitment to the DEI 
initiative, sought to become involved by being nominated or appointed as advocates.  
3. All participants (100%) indicated that power and politics significantly impacted the 
development of the DEI initiative.   
4. An overwhelming majority of participants (93%) learned in formal and informal ways 
to manage the implementation of the DEI initiative in a politically charged 
environment. 
This chapter attempts to provide analytical and interpretive insights with respect to the 
findings that were presented in Chapter 4. The researcher is aware that the data captured during 
the interviews are limited in scope and represent a snapshot of the participants' experience in 
developing a DEI initiative in a non-tenure-track environment. As a result, the researcher has 
used participants’ collective data to suggest categorizations for future research, which may 
influence the emergence of theoretical and practical developments. 
While the Findings chapter provided objective data in small narrative segments aligned 
around the respective research questions, this chapter integrates the various parts into a cohesive 
and subjective view of the research. The following analytic categories, introduced at the end of 
Chapter 4, guided this process by understanding how participants implemented the DEI initiative 
in a non-tenure-track environment. As a result, the analytic categories were identified with 





1. seeking to be nominated or appointed in order to advocate for the DEI initiative  
2. learning in informal ways to implement the DEI initiative in the context of a 
politically charged environment. 
These categories have enabled the researcher to extract higher-level meanings from the findings. 
The current chapter is analyzed and interpreted around the analytic categories, followed by an 
ensuing discussion of each. 
Following the discussion, the researcher (1)  revisits the assumptions underlying this 
study that were presented in Chapter 1, (2) presents contributions to the literature, and (3) offers 
the researcher reflections on her journey. 
The Grouping of Participants by Behavioral Tendencies 
The non-tenure-track environment in the academic institution under study had a 
significant impact on the development of the DEI initiative. Throughout the data collection 
process, participants spoke openly about their experiences and how the politically charged 
environment impacted their ability to develop the initiative, and how the political framework of 
PPS as a non-tenure-track school within the Galaxy University impacted the participants. The 
participants' responses indicated that there would be a variance in how they processed and 
integrated their experiences. In consideration of the participants’ narratives of their experiences, 
the researcher was able to identify three groups with distinct behavioral tendencies in some cases 
and where they diverged in other instances: Proactive (4), Reactive (7), and Cautious (4). Table 





Table 13. Evidence of Groupings of Participants by Behavioral Tendencies 
Category Participant Comments 
Proactive 
Sondra 
• A few participants initiated conversations with leadership at PPS and Galaxy 
to launch the DEI initiative. 
• All in this group were self-directed to educate themselves and others in DEI 
practices to found the DEI initiative. 
• All participants were active in organizing formal and informal learning 
groups to advance the pedagogy and practice of DEI. 
• All participants led and encouraged critical reflection on the benefits and 
challenges of launching a DEI initiative. 
• All participants anticipated how to manage the political environment at PPS 
and Galaxy 
• Of all the participants, the Proactives voluntarily committed more time and 






• Participants in this group became involved during the Black Lives Matter 
resurgence in June 2020 following the murders of George Floyd, Breonna 
Taylor, and Ahmaud Arbery. 
• These participants in this group became involved when recruited by the 
Proactive members. 
• Most in the group were exposed to DEI learnings outside of PPS from their 
professional or personal network. 
• As they assessed the political environment, some in this group exhibited 
Proactive and/or Cautious behavioral tendencies. 
• Most of the group devoted a notable amount of time and effort to the DEI 
initiative compared to Cautious. 
• Most participants followed the example set by the Proactives to engage in the 









• Most participants did not advocate outside of PPS for the DEI initiative. 
• Participants in this group were indecisive and cautious when engaging with 
leadership to raise DEI support for professional and pedagogical 
development. 
• These participants were unwilling to initiate or advocate by leveraging their 
professional capital to advance the DEI initiative citing that leadership would 
indicate when they were ready to engage and support a DEI initiative. 
• All participants perceived that advocating for the DEI initiative in the non-
tenure-track environment could potentially damage their careers. 
• Members in the group were active only if they viewed engagement as 
politically advantageous.  
• Members in this group appear to be more concerned with appearances rather 
than actions. 
• While all participants claimed to be advocates of the initiative, they were 
unwilling to initiate conversations with leaders, relying on others to lead 
discussions. 
• A few participants engaged in the informal learning and critical reflection 










Analytic Category #1: Seeking to be Nominated or Appointed in Order to Advocate for the 
DEI Initiative 
This analytic category will be used to analyze two questions: How do participants 
describe their level of commitment to creating the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative 
(Research Question 1); and How do the participants say roles and responsibilities are determined 
to develop a diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative (Research Question 2)? 
As shown in the above Evidence Table 13, the researcher differentiated the participants 
into three loosely defined categories: Proactives, Reactives, and Cautious. In the following 
discussion, the researcher will reference the behavioral tendencies of participants with respect to 
Analytic Category 1. 
Research Question 1 
How do participants describe their level of commitment to creating the DEI initiatives? 
Proactives, as noted in Evidence Table 13, began the exploration of a DEI initiative with 
their peers before bringing it to the attention of PPS leadership. For the Proactives, commitment 
to the DEI initiative was critical in organizing the working group and committee. The Proactives 
also managed the formal and informal learning opportunities, which would prompt discussions 
that (a) would help to create a consensus to move forward with the initiative and (b) assist in 
understanding the existing pedagogy and practice of DEI in higher education. 
As stated above, the Proactives were instrumental in developing the formal learning 
experiences for the PPS community, specifically for faculty and staff. The Proactives—Sondra, 
Sarah, Anusha, and Maya—were instrumental in securing the budget to offer anti-racism and 
implicit bias workshops for faculty and staff. The workshops provided a collective understanding 





workshops on anti-racism practices were focused on how they may impact their course 
development and syllabi. The implicit bias workshop required critical reflection as faculty 
needed to assess how implicit bias may affect their interactions with colleagues and students. 
As noted, the formal learning led by the Proactives provided a collective DEI 
introductory curriculum for faculty, staff, and students, setting a baseline for continued learning 
that would address the distinct concerns of the groups. Formal learning interventions allow for 
measurement and observability by organizationally determined metrics (Tough, 1979). As such, 
the Proactives were able to survey faculty, staff, and students post-workshops to assess their 
impressions and perceived usefulness. 
The commitment demonstrated by the Proactives was defined by their willingness to 
(a) advocate despite any concerns that it may impact their status at PPS and Galaxy negatively; 
(b) leverage their rank and authority to advance the DEI initiative; (c) create and deliver formal 
and informal learning opportunities; and (d) demonstrate their commitment to the DEI initiative 
daily, beyond work hours, and throughout the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Unlike the Proactives, who already were knowledgeable about DEI, the Reactive 
participants demonstrated their commitment by learning “on-the-job” and dedicating time after 
work hours to learn about DEI areas of study and practice. The Reactives understood that they 
would be better positioned to support the Proactives and advocate for the DEI initiative the more 
knowledgeable they became. Similar to the Proactives, the Reactives recognized the urgency 
surrounding the recent U.S. police brutality, the murders of African Americans, and the systemic 
racism embedded in organizational systems. 
Similar to the Proactives, the Reactives were instrumental in developing informal 





the DEI exploration stage, before outreach to PPS leadership, the opportunity to hold spaces for 
informal discussions provided them with beneficial learnings. The Reactives participated largely 
due to the social injustices occurring in the United States in recent years. Due to their justifiable 
anger and frustration, they were often the generators of heated informal discussions and 
reflection. The informal discussions proved helpful in discussing successful methods for gaining 
support from colleagues at PPS and Galaxy. 
The queries of the Reactives led to critical reflection as they began to consider DEI 
beyond the media and the pedagogical and professional practice of DEI at PPS and Galaxy. As 
the Reactives increased their exposure to DEI and became more involved, they naturally 
increased the amount of time they participated in meetings, led efforts, assigned tasks, or 
volunteered to support the Proactives in their DEI projects. 
In contrast to the Proactives, Cautious participants exhibited hesitation in leading DEI 
discussions, preferring to show support by merely being present. The Cautious mainly consisted 
of PPS members in senior leadership positions who possessed the authority to advance a DEI 
initiative at PPS. Several of the Cautious exhibited concern for the politics involved in launching 
a DEI initiative, particularly during a contentious time when often doing something was fraught 
with “visibility is a liability,” in other words opening PPS to public criticism. An additional 
source of concern for Cautious was that communications or other forms of ‘virtue signaling’ 
might be perceived as opportunistic and insincere, and have the opposite effect intended. In 
short, the commitment of the Cautious was dependent on the potential negatives related to the 





Research Question 2 
How do the participants say roles and responsibilities are determined to develop 
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative? 
As shown in Chapter 4, the findings detailed that a strong majority of participants (80%) 
sought to become involved by being nominated or appointed as advocates because of their 
commitment to the DEI initiative. As a result, all of the Proactives were appointed to officially 
lead the DEI discussions in two ways: (a) leveraging their DEI expertise in gaining the 
appointment, and (b) influencing without authority and making the case to PPS leadership. 
Due to the experience of the Proactives in DEI—from community efforts unrelated to 
PPS to professional development, and self-directed learning—they were able to develop a 
proposal requesting PPS support to launch a DEI initiative. In the initial proposal presented to 
PPS leadership, the Proactives stated they would begin a nomination process to ensure 
representation from colleagues from the various units at PPS: faculty, staff, and students. The 
nomination process helped secure the commitment participation of colleagues who would be 
willing to take specific tasks for each unit moving forward. 
The Proactives determined how they would divide roles and responsibilities among 
themselves in launching the DEI initiative. The roles and responsibilities included (a) creating a 
communications initiative to request nominations from the units that represented faculty, staff, 
and students, (b) the creation and delivery of DEI workshops for the various units, and 
(c) outreach to Galaxy colleagues in more advanced stages of a DEI initiative. 
Creating a communications strategy was essential to the Proactives' work in securing 
buy-in from leadership going forward and increasing participation from colleagues. The 





“work-in-progress” at PPS. For each of the three audiences, the goals were different, and the 
main message had two takeaways: (a) the organization recognizes the need to take action and 
create a DEI initiative; (b) the DEI working group and the soon-to-be-formed committee will 
ensure that the perspectives of the three units will be essential to DEI goal development. 
The Proactives then leveraged the central message communicated and fine-tuned the 
messaging with the concerns of faculty, staff, and students by developing a climate survey with 
questions customized for their groups. To reiterate, it was the thoughtful and comprehensive DEI 
communications strategy that helped to allay PPS leadership's concerns. 
In contrast, the Reactives did not participate in the above roles and responsibilities, and 
they were nominated and elected by their units to: (a) advocate on behalf of their unit-specific 
DEI needs, and (b) represent their units in meetings of the DEI working group. Examples of 
DEI's unit-specific needs were supporting affinity groups or employee resource groups for 
diverse members who identified as an ethnicity not white, such as African American, Hispanic, 
Latinx, Asian American, Asian Pacific Islander, and Native American. Other groups include 
employees who identify as LGBTQ+, Veterans, and Disabilities identified in the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990. 
Like the Proactives, the Reactives also selected specific roles and responsibilities based 
on lived experience in a minority group and previous professional development in DEI. Other 
responsibilities that Reactives volunteered for were planning formal learning interventions such 
as DEI workshops and the aforementioned informal discussions led by the Reactives as they 
learned in the moment and from one another. 
In contrast to the Proactives and Reactives, several Cautious were part of the DEI 





symbolically, they did not assume nor request specific roles and responsibilities, choosing to 
remain marginally involved compared to the Proactives and Reactives. In view of their senior 
leadership roles, the Proactives and Cautious were more ‘tactical’ colleagues when discussing 
larger DEI goals requiring approval. For example, when discussions involved the possibility of 
policy changes, although minor, it was helpful to have them in the 'room.' One specific example 
was whether faculty should be evaluated on their participation in DEI professional development 
and the application of DEI pedagogy in their syllabi. Other examples of DEI practices that would 
need to be reviewed and approved by the leadership were revisions to DEI hiring language in job 
descriptions, DEI language in syllabi, and inclusive event planning for the PPS community. 
Analytic Category #2: Learning in Formal and Informal Ways to Implement the DEI 
Initiative in the Context of a Politically Charged Environment 
This analytic category will be used to analyze two questions: In what ways does a non-
tenure-track environment impact the development of diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative 
(Research Question 3); and how do participants say they learned to manage the power dynamics 
in the non-tenure-track environment (Research Question 4)? As shown in the above Evidence 
Table 13, the researcher differentiated the participants into three loosely defined categories: 
Proactive, Reactive, and Cautious. In the following discussion, the researcher will reference the 
behavioral tendencies of participants with respect to Analytic Category #2. 
Research Question 3 
In what ways does a tenure-track environment impact the development of a diversity, 
equity, and inclusion initiative? 
The Proactives were experienced in DEI, but they did not have experience launching a 
DEI initiative in higher education or managing ambiguous political challenges in an academic 





continued to research and acquire knowledge about DEI best practices in higher education while 
simultaneously planning how to educate the larger DEI working group and the PPS community. 
The Proactives who initiated the initial conversation with PPS and Galaxy had an early 
introduction to the power and politics that would significantly impact the development of the 
DEI initiative. As a non-tenure-track school at Galaxy, the Proactives understood they would 
need to work against the non-tenure-track status in a tenure track environment in addition to the 
limited access to resources and support. As one of the Proactives, Anusha stated, “From our first 
conversations with leadership outside of PPS, it was clear that we were ‘different’ from the 
tenure-track schools, so we did not have the access or support they did.” 
To address the power structure, Proactives, like Rachel, avoided initiating conversations 
outside of PPS without first running it by PPS leadership. She stated, “There was a real concern 
about who was talking to who and from where at Galaxy and PPS. It felt like we were always 
teetering between ‘let’s get the DEI initiative going, but don’t ruffle any feathers.” In short, the 
Proactives understood the environment, as well as the status of PPS within the greater Galaxy 
University community, and acknowledged that they needed to avoid overstepping the power 
structures within PPS and Galaxy. 
The Reactives were shielded to the extent of the early DEI exploration conversations that 
the Proactives had to undertake with PPS and Galaxy leadership. However, the Proactives did 
inform the Reactives of the politically charged environment and subsequently developed the 
strategy to (a) create a communications initiative to request nominations from the units that 
represented faculty, staff, and students; (b) create and deliver DEI workshops for the various 
units; and (c) proceed with outreach to Galaxy colleagues in more advanced stages of a DEI 





leadership concerns. The Reactives thereafter volunteered to participate in their preferred 
activities of the DEI initiative strategy and began to search for DEI resources that would assist 
them in executing the activities they selected. The Reactives primarily followed the lead of the 
Proactives by choosing to become more vocal in their advocacy within their units at PPS and 
outlining the importance of the participation of all community members in the DEI workshops 
that would be offered to faculty, staff, and students. 
In addition to the tactics used to manage the non-tenure-track status, the Proactives and 
the majority of the Reactives benchmarked what had already been developed and rolled out at 
Galaxy. As mentioned, the DEI workshops, resources, and materials that had been already tested 
at one of the tenure-track schools made them “safe-to-use.” The Proactives and Reactives also 
reviewed the qualitative data shared by the tenure-track schools taken from the post-workshop 
surveys from participants. The rigor and credibility of the DEI content shared with PPS from the 
tenure-track schools were proven. Again, the deference to Galaxy and the work already 
established at the tenure-track schools made it easier to get buy-in from the entire PPS 
community. Among the Reactives, a few were less eager to “deal with” or manage the politics 
and questioned why we had to “recycle” what had been created or developed at the tenure-track 
schools. In other words, one size does not fit all DEI learnings. 
The Cautious, who were mainly senior leaders at PPS, understood the non-tenure-track 
complexity due to their interactions with leaders from the tenure-track schools at Galaxy. 
However, as PPS faculty is not held to the same research requirements as the tenure-track 
schools, this dynamic will not change until a greater issue is addressed at Galaxy, currently 
beyond the power of anyone at PPS. In light of this reality, the Cautious were unwilling to take 





agreed that a DEI initiative would be more likely to succeed if it was a grassroots effort with 
representation from the three units: faculty, staff, and students. 
As the Cautious were mainly PPS leadership, with decision-making power regarding 
policies, practices, and budget, it frustrated the Proactives and Reactives that they were unwilling 
to be visible advocates with Galaxy. The Proactives and Reactives decided it was best not to 
assign blame but rather develop additional proposals for continued and increased support. For 
example, when the Cautious and other PPS leadership learned that a budget would be necessary 
to fund access to DEI professional and pedagogical development and resources to pay for 
customized workshops or other online educational assets, they immediately approved funds. In 
short, the DEI working group would need to draft “statement of work” justifications, but this was 
procedural, and said activities are proforma for almost any organizational setting. 
Research Question 4 
How do the participants say they learned to manage the power dynamics in the 
non-tenure-track environment? 
The Proactives, as noted in the Evidence Table above, were instrumental in leading and 
managing the informal learning among the DEI working group and PPS colleagues. The 
naissance of the DEI initiative was largely due to the Proactives’ DEI experience in professional 
workplace settings and/or community involvement. The Proactives proceeded to discuss how 
they learned of DEI as an area of study and practice. Upon reflection, they were determined to 
develop formal and informal learning opportunities for faculty, staff, and students. As referenced 
in the Literature Review, critical reflection is considered necessary to generate the seeds of 





skills to implement those options or solutions, and creativity to encourage a wider range of 
options and as in the case of this study (Marsick & Watkins, 1990). 
Maya, for example, had created a non-profit in an underrepresented minority community 
to help middle and high school students explore STEAM subjects in real-world applications. As 
a coalition builder and passionate advocate of DEI, Maya was self-directed in her approach to 
learning about DEI subjects. Similarly, this was her approach to teaching Reactives and 
Cautious: via the practice of informal and incidental learning, which may include self-directed 
learning, social learning, mentoring, coaching, networking, learning from mistakes, trial-and-
error (Cseh et al., 1999). In addition, Maya excelled at planning the informal learning of the DEI 
working group, recommending discussion topics, proposing DEI reflection prompts, sharing DEI 
in higher education reports, insights from faculty, staff, and students, and emerging DEI 
developments from the Galaxy community. 
DEI workshops were critical to creating formal learning opportunities for the faculty, 
staff, and students. As found in the literature, formal learning is often depicted as learning 
sanctioned by an institution such as a college or by a business that leads to credits or some form 
of certification or diploma for which there is an instructor, a curriculum, and an evaluation 
process (Kasworm et al., 2010). At PPS, the development of the workshops was reviewed and 
approved by PPS leadership, including human resources. The Proactives understood that any 
formal learning opportunities, whether workshops, panels, or guest speakers, would cause less 
concern and be more easily approved if sourced from DEI experts at Galaxy. 
As stated above, leveraging the expertise of colleagues at Galaxy to create and deliver the 
formal learning sessions made it easier to get the approval of PPS leadership and assisted the 





researcher would like to remind the reader that PPS is the only non-tenure-track school at 
Galaxy, and therefore does not have the same resources provided to tenure-track schools at 
Galaxy. By benchmarking with colleagues at Galaxy tenure-track schools, the Proactives noted 
the disparity in resources for the PPS DEI initiative. 
As the Proactives began to develop formal learning opportunities, i.e., workshops, panels, 
or guest speakers, from the resources shared by Galaxy colleagues, confidence for the PPS DEI 
initiative increased. Moreover, PPS leadership support was directly related to the fact that they 
were already tested at Galaxy, providing them with a sense of “safe-to-use.” As a result, the 
Proactives began to develop strategic actions to manage the political concerns and challenges 
adroitly. 
 The Reactives, in contrast to the Proactives, were less involved with the development of 
the formal workshops and less aware of the politically charged environment at Galaxy. The early 
involvement of the Proactives in launching the DEI initiative created a buffer for the Reactives 
of PPS leadership concerns and the realization of the disparateness of resources to PPS as a non-
tenure-track school at Galaxy. Based on the knowledge gained by the Proactives, the informal 
learning sessions for the Reactives included discussions surrounding the political environment 
and the differences between tenure and non-tenure-track schools. For the purpose of the analysis, 
it is helpful to distinguish that tenure-track schools can offer a professor permanent employment 
at their university and protects them from being fired without cause. The concept is closely tied 
to academic freedom, as the security of tenure allows professors to research and teach any topic. 
Non-tenure-track schools have different rules as research is not required, and their main remit is 





upon annual evaluations. Galaxy is an R1 institution, one where research is a critical component 
of its legacy. 
The Reactives, in contrast to the Proactives, were involved in the development of the 
informal learning sessions and mainly participants of the formal learning sessions, i.e., 
workshops and seminars, as they admitted to needing more DEI pedagogical and practice 
knowledge. Thus, they were learning in the moment and applying DEI practices to develop the 
initiative via their roles and responsibilities. In addition, as mentioned earlier, the informal 
learning sessions often occurring outside of a structured environment were focused on learning 
about the political challenges due to the differences between tenure and non-tenure-track 
environments. On the other hand, the Proactives were more politically astute. They were focused 
on ensuring that all participants of the DEI initiative understood the challenges and did not 
overstep requests for support that may hinder the advancement DEI initiative. 
The Reactives, similar to the Proactives, began to address gaps in knowledge, especially 
those related to their units, faculty, staff, and students. Of particular focus for the Reactives was 
to benchmark what other schools within Galaxy were doing to support staff and students. 
Specifically, there was a concern of what activities were done to manage the high tensions and 
frustration that surfaced in June 2020 concerning the murders of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, 
and Ahmaud Arbery. As a result, the DEI working group, with support from PPS leadership, 
developed a climate survey to gauge the sentiments of faculty, staff, and students. Again, PPS 
leadership was supportive that any activities that would be visible to the community had already 
been performed at Galaxy. 
As the DEI initiative progressed, Reactives began to display characteristics of the 





open them up to criticism, given their lack of experience in DEI, and that their professional 
careers may suffer. Thus, the Reactives began to increase their self-directedness in learning 
about DEI via external seminars and research. Other Reactives decided to stay marginally 
involved in the DEI initiative but not actively engaging with colleagues or leadership external to 
PPS to advocate for the DEI initiative because of the political implications. 
The Cautious participants, unlike the Proactives, did not advocate outside of PPS for the 
DEI initiative. Of particular note, a few of the Cautious participants are senior leaders of PPS. 
The concern of the Cautious revolved around the political environment and the inaccessibility of 
DEI resources to PPS based on their non-tenure-track status. The senior leaders that were part of 
the Cautious and, to a lesser extent, the Reactives understood that the status of PPS relative to the 
tenure-track schools at Galaxy put them at a disadvantage. The diminished status of PPS as a 
non-research school placed them in a special category, as pointed out to the Proactives in early 
conversations with Galaxy leadership. The Cautious understood that as long as PPS remained a 
non-tenure-track school, their status, brand, and perception at Galaxy would remain of a lesser 
status among the other tenure-track schools. 
Due to the political concern given their place and position at Galaxy, the Cautious 
remained marginal to the initiative and were cautious when engaging with external leadership. 
However, the Cautious were visible and vocal within the DEI working group, and when asked 
for support and approval for engaging with Galaxy leadership, they did so by exhorting the 
Proactives to follow the examples provided by the tenure-track schools who developed DEI 
support for professional and pedagogical practice. 
The Cautious were unwilling to initiate or advocate by leveraging their professional 





were ready to engage and support a DEI initiative at PPS. It should also be noted that the senior 
leaders who were part of the Cautious group shared that despite the political challenges, they did 
not perceive a lack of support from PPS or Galaxy. Ann shared that she waited to see the kind of 
support PPS would put behind the DEI initiative and, in particular, stated, “I would add that from 
my personal experience, I have never been denied support when I asked for it.” Matthew shared 
a similar sentiment: “I knew it would be challenging, but I do think we will be supported in this 
effort.”  Given the status of the senior leaders at PPS, the political dynamics may have caused the 
Cautious not to feel a sense of urgency to advocate for the DEI initiative aggressively. 
Based on the behavioral tendencies of the Cautious, it can be assumed that the 
challenging political environment did play a role in the extent to which they participated. The 
DEI initiative was important to the Cautious, but only a few were active if they perceived it as 
politically advantageous. Others were more concerned with appearances rather than actions. 
Unlike the Proactives, the Cautious were unwilling to initiate conversations with leaders, relying 
on others to lead discussions. 
Unlike the Proactives and Reactives, the Cautious did not develop or create formal and 
informal learning opportunities. Rather, the Cautious attended the workshops and seminars but 
were not active or vocal in their development, nor were they active participants. However, the 
Cautious did demonstrate active engagement in the informal learning and critical reflection 
discussions, so long as it was with the internal working group members, only again exhibiting 
their cautiousness and concern for doing so in activities that included colleagues external to PPS. 
Summary of Analysis 
In consideration of the participants’ descriptions of their experience in exploring and 





qualitatively varied groups among the sample population—Proactives, Reactives, and Cautious. 
The study’s findings were distilled into two analytic categories and examined through the 
Proactives, Reactives, and Cautious’ lens. The researcher has analyzed the participants’ 
descriptions of their experience in exploring and launching a DEI initiative in a non-tenure-track 
environment and extracted higher-level meanings from the findings. This section examines and 
interprets participants' behaviors in the context of the analytic categories presented above. 
The Proactives were self-directed in their DEI education and had prior experience in 
DEI-related initiatives. Their experiences and motivation for a DEI initiative provided the 
Proactives with the confidence to initiate conversations with leadership at PPS and Galaxy to 
launch the DEI initiative. The Proactives organized formal and informal learning groups to 
advance the pedagogy and practice of DEI. In addition, they led and encouraged critical 
reflection on the benefits and challenges of launching a DEI initiative to create alignment among 
the DEI working group. As a result, all the Proactives voluntarily committed more time and gave 
more effort to the DEI initiative. Critical to the DEI initiative was the Proactives' ability to 
manage the political environment at PPS and Galaxy. 
The Reactives were the largest sample of the three groups and, depending on the context 
of a situation, would exhibit behavioral tendencies of the Proactives and Cautious. For example, 
the Reactives expressed a desire to become involved in the DEI working group during the Black 
Lives Matter resurgence in June 2020 following the murders of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, 
and Ahmaud Arbery. As the Reactives had been exposed to DEI learnings from their 
professional or personal network, this facilitated their ability to manage the politically charged 
environment. Given the Reactives' commitment to the DEI initiative and promoting social justice 





the Cautious. The Reactives were also critical in leading and engaging in the informal learning 
groups and critical reflection discussions. 
The Cautious did not advocate outside of PPS for the DEI initiative despite being in 
senior leadership positions. The concern of the Cautious was exposure to criticism by Galaxy 
that could negatively impact their careers. The politically charged environment created by the 
academic power structure whereby a non-tenure-track school is viewed as less credible or less 
legitimate than a tenure-track school impacts PPS leadership-, faculty-, and staff-perceived 
agency. The negative perception associated with a non-tenure-track school creates caution and 
concern that PPS may overstep their place within Galaxy and request support for DEI 
development that was not already made available to PPS. Thus, the Cautious preferred to remain 
supportive within PPS and offer recommendations and guidance to the Proactives and Reactives. 
The Cautious were supportive internally, and other groups perceived that the Cautious were 
active only if they viewed engagement as politically advantageous. A few of the Cautious 
engaged in the informal learning and critical reflection discussions as long as it was with the 
internal working group members. It should also be noted that there were no discernable 
similarities among the participants that would account for or explain any of the findings. (See 
Demographic Table, Appendix F.) 
Interpretation 
The rich insights gleaned from analyzing the interview data from 15 participants are 
explored in this interpretation section. Finally, the researcher presents opinions and provides 






Analytic Category #1: Seeking to be Nominated or Appointed in Order to Advocate for the 
DEI Initiative 
The DEI initiative working group comprised of Proactives, a few Reactives, and a couple 
of Cautious began their exploration and conversations with Galaxy and PPS in mid-2019. There 
are two points that the researcher would like to point out to the reader: (1) the participation 
increased due to the influence of the Proactives who were role models for how to navigate and 
manage in a politically charged environment; and (2) the resurgence of the Black Lives Matters 
movement in June 2020 created a sense of urgency among colleagues at PPS and the 
proliferation of hate crimes against Asian Americans. 
The Proactives were instrumental in getting the DEI initiative launched in 2019 because 
of their ability to manage the complex environment and the power structures within the 
University. In addition, the Proactives possessed the capacity to apprehend what Voronov & 
Yorks (2015) described as “institutional contradictions.” In the case of the DEI initiative at PPS, 
the Proactives realized the inequitable support and access due to non-tenure-track status. They 
took action to address the inequity by finding other means to manage and obtain the support 
needed while working within the institutional limitations. The Proactive exhibited characteristics 
of “self-authoring knowers” who have developed a sense of their own authority (Popp & 
Portnow, 2001) and the capacity for making conscious and deliberate choices between the 
expectations of others according to their own beliefs (Drago-Severson, 2009). Self-authoring 
knowers experience others as autonomous beings with distinct values and agendas that may 
differ from their own. They treat alternative positions as one frame of reference among many. 
They are comfortable with conflict (Popp & Portnow, 2001) and view it as potentially 
constructive. As Drago-Severson explains, “They can construct a theory about their relationships 





systems of values and standards and can identify with abstract values, principles, and longer-
term purposes” (p. 47). Thus, the Proactives led the way for the Reactives and Cautious to 
explore and develop the DEI initiative. 
The Reactives consisted of dual behavioral tendencies, Proactive and Cautious, 
depending on their situation, as illustrated in the preceding chapters' Evidence Table. A few of 
the Reactives were part of the initial outreach in 2019 to leadership to explore the DEI initiative 
and exhibited behaviors attributed to a Proactive. A few others were cautious and avoidant, as in 
the case with the Cautious. In comparison to Yorks and Voronov's (2015) Table 14—How 
Different Knowers Experience and Apprehend Institutional Contradiction, the Reactives 
exhibited behaviors attributed to the mindset stage Self-Transforming, but not wholly. The 
commonality between the Reactives and the Self-Transforming is their ability to see others as 
(a) a dialogical partner in constructing a shared reality, (b) an affective and cognitive trigger of 
self and other reflection, (c) position limiting exposure to institutional contradictions, (d) making 
it difficult to relate to those impacted by them, and (e) increased emotional connection with 
people impacted by institutional contradictions. There are variations based on mindset stage and 
the context of the institutional contradiction, and as such, not all individuals will inhabit a 
category fully. 
Lastly, the Cautious behaviors are most similar to the Socialized mindset stage, as the 
Cautious of the DEI initiative were predominantly: (a) reliant on valued others for a sense of self, 
(b) malleable values that are subordinated to the values and desires of valued others, 
(c) threatened by conflict and strains to valued relations, (d) dominant operating mode: automatic 





relations with valued others structured by extant institutional arrangements, and (f) raw affective 
sensation that something is wrong. The Cautious relied on and cared for the value of others to 
Table 14. Summary of How Different Knowers Experience and Apprehend Institutional 
Contradictions 
 
  Mindset Stage  
Key Dimensions of 
Difference 
Socialized Self-Authoring Self-Transforming 
Core features (based on 
Drago-Severson, 2004, 
2009; Kegan, 1982, 1994, 
Kegan &Lahey, 2009) 
Reliant on valued others 
for sense of self 
Experience self as 
autonomous 
 
Experience self as 
negotiated and provisional 
 
 Malleable values that are 
subordinated to the values 
and desires of valued 
others 
Differentiate between 
own and others' values 
See others as dialogical 
partners in co-
constructing 
a shared reality 
 Threatened by conflict 
and strains to valued 
relations 
Embrace conflict as an 
opportunity for improved 
performance 
 
Embrace conflict as an 
opportunity for self-- 
learning 
 Dominant operating 







the role of intuition and 
emotion in decision 
making; abstract 
Dominant operating 
mode: both conscious 
reflection and embracing 
of intuition and emotion; 
concrete and abstract 
Characteristics of 
investment in institutional 
arrangements 
 
Investment in concrete 
relations with valued 
others structured by 
extant institutional 
arrangements 
Investment in the desired 
identity conditioned by 
extant institutional 
arrangements 
Investment in moral 






Raw affective sensation 
that something is wrong 
Cognitive awareness of 
the presence of alternative 
institutional goals 
prompts dissonance 
An affective  and 





Valued others defending 
the institutional status quo 
Experiencing 
contradictions as a 
challenge to desired 
identity trigger 
rationalizations 
Position limiting exposure 
to institutional 
contradictions and making 
it difficult to relate to 
those impacted by them 




contradictions and linking 
them to knower's 
suffering 
Experiences that 




connection with people 
impacted by institutional 
contradictions 
 







sense self. In the case of the Cautious, it is Galaxy’s perceived value/place of PPS. The Cautious 
certainly avoided conflict or participating in any activities external to PPS. Again, their view was 
“visibility is a liability,” and they placed Galaxy’s value superior to PPS themselves. The 
Cautious are also invested by their behavior and mindset stage to place the value of others 
(Galaxy) to PPS and not yet capable of providing the support that the DEI initiative required. 
Analytic Category #2: Learning in Informal Ways to Implement the DEI Initiative in the 
Context of a Politically Charged Environment 
The Proactives brought their experience in the exploration and development of the DEI 
initiative at PPS. As a result, the Proactives were confident they could successfully advocate for 
the DEI initiative despite the politically charged environment. The researcher believes this was 
because they were natural risk-takers based on the early encouragement they may have received 
and the successful outcomes of their prior professional experiences. As a result, the Proactives 
were not threatened by either the heightened political environment or the common perception 
that the power structure in Galaxy favored tenure-track schools. 
In addition, the Proactives proceeded with confidence to manage the political landscape 
because they understood they had the transferable skills that would be valued in other 
institutions. The Proactives appeared to be more self-directed, as described by Brookfield (1983), 
than the other groups and, as a result, could be considered continuous learners. As continuous 
learners, they expressed interest in developing the DEI formal learning workshops for the whole 
population, which required a foundational introduction to DEI subjects such as anti-racism and 
implicit bias. There can be no doubt that in adult learning theory, formal learning is highly 
institutionalized, bureaucratic with a prescribed curriculum (Merriam et al., 2007). The 
workshops mentioned above had been delivered at other schools at Galaxy and were thus 





The Reactives, on the other hand, vacillated in terms of their involvement depending on 
the situation and how they viewed the political environment. If they viewed a particular situation 
as fraught with political implications, they would immediately back off. This may have been due 
to their prior experience of being punished rather than rewarded for their actions. This may 
explain why the Reactives lacked the confidence needed to overcome the power structure within 
PPS and Galaxy. This illustrates how the behaviors of the Proactives, Reactives, and Cautious 
could overlap depending upon the situation. 
Due to their limited experience in DEI pedagogy and professional practice, the Reactives 
avoided participating to the fullest extent possible, preferring informal learning opportunities. 
The Reactives did not feel confident to develop formal learning opportunities because of the 
public exposure; rather, they selected to participate peripherally in internal informal discussions. 
However, over time and exposure to DEI learnings, the Reactives became more involved in 
leading and managing informal learning sessions with the DEI working group and PPS 
community. Informal learning occurs as people go about their daily activities at work or in other 
spheres of life. It is driven by people’s choices, preferences, and intentions. According to 
Marsick and Volpe (1990), informal learning has also been defined as everyday learning, and it 
takes place without an externally imposed curriculum of formal or non-formal educative 
programs (Illeris, 2004; Livingstone, 2001; Merriam et al., 2007). 
In some instances, the behaviors of the participants allowed for the movement from one 
group to another. However, this potential was less apparent among the Cautious, who were 
visibly more threatened by the political environment and, as a result, would not participate in any 





Cautious, visibility was a key issue. If they perceived a situation to be a potential political 
liability that threatened their status, the Cautious would withdraw. 
Summary of Analysis and Interpretation 
The researcher has examined the two analytic categories that emerged from the findings: 
1. seeking to be nominated or appointed in order to advocate for the DEI initiative  
2. learning in formal and informal ways to implement the DEI initiative in the context of 
a politically charged environment. 
This study has helped unveil the challenges in an environment where the only non-
tenure-track school in an R1 university has to successfully explore and launch a DEI initiative 
without expressed support or authority. In particular, the participants and the PPS community 
were in the launch phase during a global health pandemic and the national unrest due to race 
relations and the murders of African Americans and attacks on Asian Americans. 
The participants in the DEI initiative and the broader PPS community leveraged their 
experience, commitment, and passion for social justice by self-directing their DEI education, 
creating formal and informal learning, and utilizing the practice of reflection. Throughout the 
exploration and launch of the DEI initiative, the PPS and Galaxy power dynamics, and 
institutional hierarchical structure created reasons for caution, concern, and second-guessing. 
However, the Proactives, Reactives, and Cautious all have contributed to managing the 
challenges institutionally that limited PPS and transcended it through political savvy. Despite the 







In Chapter 1, the researcher embarked on this study, holding four assumptions concerning 
the problem and the participants. Each of the assumptions is revisited below, taking into account 
the findings and analysis discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. 
The first assumption stated that the increase of non-tenure-track faculty has far-reaching 
implications for colleges and universities, students, and other stakeholders. The assumption 
remains valid as non-tenure-track faculty remain the majority of faculty at U.S. academic 
institutions (American Association of University Professors, 2019). There remain many issues 
related to the diminished status of non-tenure-track faculty in a tenure-track environment (Mintz, 
2021; Nair & Wang, 2021). Recent articles reveal that non-tenure-track faculty continue to feel 
unsupported in a tenure-track university environment (American Association of University 
Professors, 2019). 
Further, much of the shift in the academy's demographics has been due to increases in the 
number of faculty from underrepresented backgrounds in non-tenure-track and part-time 
positions (Finkelstein et al., 2016). Although part-time and non-tenure-track positions still 
provide students with exposure to faculty from a more diverse range of backgrounds, these 
positions do not have access to the protections of tenure, are more likely to be on temporary 
contracts, and are at the lowest ranks of the academic hierarchy. In other words, increasing 
faculty diversity in the most vulnerable academic positions does not solve the overall problem; 
rather, it creates new, pernicious inequities. 
The second assumption states that the development of a faculty diversity, equity, and 
inclusion committee, which includes non-tenured track faculty, will improve the perceived 





faculty remains the same within Galaxy. However, the faculty DEI committee can be credited for 
making inroads to developing the overall DEI initiative at PPS. 
The third assumption is that the study will provide research that indicates to other schools 
how to lead a diversity culture shift in higher education. This is still correct as there is a need for 
research to develop diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives in higher education, particularly 
managing the hierarchical environment that regards non-tenure-track faculty and schools as 
“less-than” in a tenure track environment. Moreover, the understanding of how the participants 
managed to work within the political environment, their proven successes, the activities and 
tasks of participants, and the manner of self-directed learning, formal and informal learning 
combined with intentional reflection on how to manage the various challenges can be a 
beneficial resource to a similar group in the higher education complex. Lastly, non-tenure-track 
faculty remain underrepresented and undervalued, despite having the broadest access to students. 
An unsupported faculty member leads to an unsupported classroom and impacts the students’ 
learning experience. 
The last assumption was that the study would shed light on creating a paradigm shift at 
Galaxy University, a Research level I university (historically white college with historically 
white leadership and administrators and faculty) to develop diversity, equity, and inclusion effort 
to create a just and inclusive campus environment. But unfortunately, there has not been a 
paradigm shift in the case of the challenges for the non-tenure-track faculty. Still, since this study 






Contributions to the Literature 
The current study has made three contributions to the existing literature: 
The first contribution is that it provides the perspective of members from a non-tenure-
track school within a tenure-track environment in the Academy and the challenges they face. 
Second, the study reinforces the inequitable access to support, benefits, and resources, including 
when launching a DEI initiative to support its non-tenure-track faculty. Third, this study can be 
added to the increasing literature related to the status of non-tenure-track faculty and how the 
Academy needs to address the various issues related to recruitment, retention, compensation, and 
governance within their academic institutions. 
The second contribution expanded upon how a DEI initiative can be developed within a 
non-tenure-track school in a tenure-track environment and how others at academic institutions 
nationally can leverage the experience, strategies, failures, and successes of the PPS DEI 
initiative group—in particular, what strategies helped to secure buy-in support from leadership 
and colleagues at PPS and Galaxy.  
The third contribution is that studies continue to demonstrate the inequity in higher 
education; the current power structures and dynamics within a tenure-track university and a non-
tenure-track school (American Council on Education: Race and Ethnicity in Higher Education, 
2020). There is significant evidence from the study that not providing resources for DEI 
initiatives in an equitable manner regardless of faculty status is detrimental to the advancement 





Chapter 6: Conclusions and Recommendations 
The purpose of this research was to explore with a group of faculty and administrators in 
non-tenure-track schools within a tenure track environment to study their perceptions of what is 
required to develop and implement a diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiative when they 
lack the authority and resources to do so. In the process of the study, the researcher had access to 
the community of the non-tenure-track school and the participants exploring the development of 
the DEI initiative. 
Conclusion 1 
The researcher concludes that without a commitment and passion for DEI in a politically 
charged environment, the initiative will struggle to succeed. Participants in this study learned to 
organize as a cohesive unit fully committed to creating a DEI initiative because they had a 
passion to see its development come to fruition despite the challenges inherent in the political 
environment and the limitations imposed on them. Many of the participants were impacted 
during their lives by social justice issues, such as inequality, racism, bias, ageism, and/or feeling 
identified as ‘the other.’ 
The founders of the DEI initiative were committed to exploring how they would launch a 
DEI initiative that would evolve into a committee representing the entire academic institution. 
Such representation would include, for example, recruiting a diverse faculty; providing 
incentives for the retention of faculty; implementing DEI professional development 





The researcher believes the commitment and passion of the participants were also 
strengthened during the resurgence of the Black Lives Matters movement in June 2020 and 
increased the importance of the DEI initiative. 
Conclusion 2 
Politically charged structures can impede the development of a DEI initiative specifically 
within the context of an R1 university comprised of tenure-track schools. As the only non-
tenure-track school within the university system, the participants were informed that their school 
did not have access to faculty’s and staff’s DEI professional and pedagogical development. 
Participants who were willing to put themselves front and center of a request for support and 
resources, pre-June 2020 and the resurgence of Black Lives Matters, were taking a professional 
risk in criticizing the inequitable access to developing DEI resources and training. Participants 
needed to be politically astute to manage through the layers of leadership, particularly the 
leadership within their non-tenure-track school, in an environment where the status of the school 
is viewed as not as prestigious nor legitimate because of the lack of tenure-track faculty. 
Conclusion 3 
Education, both formal and informal, is critical to the developers of a DEI initiative. 
Continuous learning of the DEI developers is needed to succeed, as there are several aspects to 
consider depending on the learners, faculty, staff, and students. As mentioned in Chapter 4, there 
are methods of scaling the learning for the broader population, such as guest speakers and panels 
on DEI subjects. However, faculty need exposure to formal learning in DEI subjects, the practice 
of DEI in the classroom, and the development of inclusive classrooms, adapting syllabi to reflect 
diverse authors and perspectives. Administrators will also benefit from the broader subjects; 





measurable outcomes. Finally, leadership would benefit from workshops about how to be 
advocates for DEI in their organizations. 
The creation of informal learning consists of such practices as: holding time and space for 
conversations about advancing the DEI initiative; managing the politics by leveraging 
pre-existing connections; preparation for conversations about DEI outside of the university 
setting; and reflecting on the journey as it moves through each step of the process. As 
importantly, there is the consideration of the unequal power dynamics of tenure versus 
non-tenured faculty and schools. Finally, there is learning to be gained about how to manage the 
academic hierarchical structures that refuse to progress. 
Recommendations 
The researcher offers the following recommendations for (1) Senior Executives in 
Academic Institutions responsible for the endorsement and strategy needed to create a sound DEI 
initiative; (2) Faculty and Staff charged with the implementation of a DEI initiative in their 
academic institutions; (3) Academic Institutions with non-tenured faculty who participate in the 
development of a DEI initiative; (4) Chief Diversity Officers of Academic Institutions in a 
non-tenure-track environment; and (5) Future Research. 
Senior Executives in Academic Institutions Responsible for the Endorsement and Strategy 
Needed to Create a Sound DEI Initiative 
1. Senior executives in the academic institutions will be held responsible for the DEI 
implementation at their school by all stakeholders. Therefore, the Senior Executives will need to 
continuously draw insights from other academic institutions to establish and ensure the execution 
of a sound DEI initiative. 
2. Senior executives in the academic institution will need to engage in transparent and 





DEI initiative. In particular, the senior executives should be acutely aware of the content of a 
proposed DEI initiative by attending information seminars and workshops so they can focus on 
(a) improving their advocacy of the DEI initiative, and (b) exploring the various ways in which 
DEI professionals and pedagogical development will be crucial to the DEI initiative’s success. It 
will be imperative for Senior Executives to offer DEI pedagogical development for faculty and 
consider how it will benefit the academic institution and the classroom. Senior Executives should 
also add DEI development and DEI goal achievement to the faculty review process. 
Faculty and Staff Charged with the Implementation of a DEI Initiative in Their Academic 
Institutions 
1. Faculty and staff who will explore and implement a DEI initiative should manage 
politically charged environments by defining their commitment and willingness to manage 
ambiguous situations and navigate a risk-averse environment. In order to maintain the ongoing 
success of a DEI initiative, faculty and staff will need to understand their schools’ power 
structures to engage strategically with leadership at the executive level and obtain the support to 
carry out the implementation. In academic institutions with a non-tenure-track school in a tenure-
track university, the faculty and staff will need to proceed with added caution because of the 
challenging “uphill” battle to gain access to support and resources to manage the political 
complexity that exists between the two distinct institutional structures. 
2. Faculty and staff will need to consider opportunities for continuous communication, 
especially when defining the activities each member will undertake to manage DEI goals in the 
various units and operations. Of significant importance will be keeping the executive level 
involved and apprised as they develop their implementation strategy. Faculty and staff will also 
need to consider the functional integration of DEI at their academic institution, which will 





Community Outreach Groups, and Faculty Affairs, for the development of diverse hiring 
practices and retention activities that support a diverse community, such as Employee Resource 
Groups. 
3. Faculty and staff implementing a DEI initiative will need to function in a strategic way 
to develop the short-term and long-term goals at their institution by compiling and reviewing 
data related to the diversity of their community. It is strongly recommended that the faculty and 
staff consider how diversity target growth goals will be embedded in the institution; for example, 
key areas are faculty and staff hiring practices and admissions. Following this recommendation, 
faculty and staff will create the starting point for measuring the DEI initiative’s effectiveness. In 
addition to measurable outcomes by which the academic institution will be held accountable, 
faculty and staff will need to consider inclusive planning practices and consistent 
communication, top-down to ensure no one is blindsided by any decision. Faculty and staff will 
need to role model inclusive behaviors. At the early stages of DEI implementation, it is 
preferable to over-communicate with all stakeholders, particularly the academic institution’s 
leadership. 
4. Faculty and staff should have learning goals focused on the roles and responsibilities 
of the DEI initiative. Faculty and staff will need to proactively seek workshops and seminars to 
stay up-to-date with best practices in DEI and its implementation. There are continuous updates 
to DEI research, policies, and laws related to Affirmative Action, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC), impacting DEI strategies. 
Academic Institutions with Non-Tenured Faculty Who Participate in the Development of a 
DEI Initiative 
1. The academic institutions that employ Non-Tenure-Track Faculty should research the 





as mentioned earlier in Chapter 5, Non-Tenure-Track Faculty are the least recognized and 
supported faculty in the Academy (American Association of University Professors, 2019; 
American Council on Education: Race and Ethnicity in Higher Education, 2020; Mintz, 2021; 
Nair & Wang, 2021), and there is an urgent need expressed via research on the organizational 
climate and working conditions of non-tenure-track faculty. 
2. The researcher strongly recommends that information available on the state of 
non-tenured faculty should be raised by the non-tenured faculty with senior leadership at their 
academic institution. For example, the academic institution should resolve to address the various 
ways in which non-tenured faculty lack governance, pedagogical and professional development, 
equitable compensation, and job security. The factors stated are critical to the work environment 
and climate, including the classroom experience for students. 
3. The Non-Tenured Faculty, Staff, and Senior Leadership will need to coalition build. 
When community problems or issues that are too large and complex for any one agency or 
organization to tackle, gathering together a coalition of groups and individuals can be an 
effective strategy for changing the programs and policies—in schools, business, government, and 
other relevant sectors— that are needed to solve the problem or achieve the goal. 
Chief Diversity Officers of Academic Institutions in a Non-Tenure-Track Environment 
1. The Chief Diversity Officer (CDO) of academic institutions in a non-tenure-track 
environment will need to consider how to best manage the power dynamics that set their 
non-tenure-track school “lower” on a prestige scale. The CDO will need to lead a DEI initiative 
under the long-held assumptions of non-tenure-track schools lacking prestige and receiving 
fewer resources than those afforded to the tenure-track schools. The CDO will need to actively 





to practice with a lens potentially not available to the lifelong academic. In addition, the remit of 
all educational institutions today is to provide a sound educational experience and connect 
students to industry and professional opportunities. Non-tenure-track faculty are critical in this 
goal, as they will be the first to bring professionals and leaders to the classroom to benefit 
students. 
2. The CDO should propose to the Deans of the tenure-track schools an opportunity to 
create mentoring programs between the tenure- and non-tenure-track schools to support cross-
disciplinary opportunities for DEI research and build community within the R1 university. 
3. The CDO is uniquely positioned to help raise attention to the recent research of the 
unfair and inequitable practices that non-tenure-track faculty have to work under. The CDO 
should bring this critical fault front and center, and there are four key areas that the CDO can 
highlight: 
• the failure to provide equitable access to DEI resources for all faculty regardless of 
title or rank is iniquitous and therefore must be changed; 
• the failure to provide non-tenure-track faculty DEI funds, resources, and development 
directly impacts the students’ experience in the classroom and on-campus; 
• the failure to provide resources for DEI development to non-tenure-track schools will 
create or allow for an organizational culture to implicitly support archaic and 
systemically racist power structures in the Academy; and 
• the failure to support non-tenure-track schools in the same manner as tenure-track 
schools will prevent diverse and equitable hiring practices from being embedded and 





Recommendations for Future Research  
Based on the limited sample size of this study, the researcher recommends a larger study 
sample with the DEI participants, faculty and staff, senior executives, and the CDO. Thus, they 
are moving the DEI initiative forward. In addition, the DEI participants should consider 
assessing and reviewing surveys to measure the perceived effectiveness of activities leveraged to 
embed DEI practices throughout the academic institution. The measurement of the activities will 
provide valuable data across the various groups: faculty, staff, and students for future research. 
There are also several areas that the researcher recommends be explored further based on 
the current study. For example, the working environments and political structure prevent 
non-tenure-track faculty from being fully supported within their academic institutions. There is 
limited literature on the impact of their experiences and how the diverse non-tenure-track faculty 
members are experiencing inequitable power structures. Therefore, more research is needed to 
assess the impact of not having equitable access and support and how changing the political 
power structures within R1 universities have benefitted both the tenure- and non-tenure-track 
schools. It would also be useful to identify the factors that impacted the non-tenure-track faculty 
to build case points for future initiatives that deconstruct power dynamics that no longer serve 
any of the stakeholders internal and external to the organization. 
Implementing these suggested studies would build upon the perceptions uncovered in this 
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Appendix A: Original Conceptual Framework 
Level of Commitment: 
• I am committed to this effort as I believe we need to do our part to initiate policies and 
process that support diversity among our faculty, student, and staff.   
• I am committed to this effort as I believe that diversity alone is not enough and the matter 
of inclusion is vital to the culture of our school.  It also goes hand in hand with diversity, 
and I have experience in this area of practice in high education. 
• I am committed to supporting this effort but cynical about it potential benefits.   
• I am less inclined to commit to this effort, but my colleagues feel strongly about this 
effort so I wish to be a good colleague. 
• I have decided to be fully committed to this effort as I am passionate about the 
importance of D&I in higher education. 
• I am dedicated to this effort as I am frustrated that non-tenured faculty have not been in 
included in the resources and benefits made available to tenured faculty across the 
university. 
How They Establish Roles & Responsibilities: 
• We nominate members to join a committee that would work towards establishing buy-in 
and support from members across the school, from faculty, administrators, and staff and 
also leaders from the provost’s office. 
• Each member work with the division chairs for the various Master’s, non-degree, and 






• We connected with other colleagues and faculty from schools in the university 
community to offer support to our inexperienced faculty in initiating a D&I initiative. 
• We also connected with colleagues from other universities outside of our community to 
understand and benchmark how they initiated their DEI strategy. 
Activities They Engage In: 
• We engage with our partners within the school from the varied divisions and other senior 
leaders to develop a path forward.   
• We enlist a group of faculty members who work in the DEI field and HR to support our 
efforts and assist in our development of goals. 
• We engage with the provost’s office to request their support in this unprecedented case 
where non-tenured faculty and all members of the school were not included among the 
rest of the University community. 
• We develop placement goals and analyze the current demographics of our faculty and 
students.  Is our school representative of our students and the community we work in? 
• We engage in the development of inclusive practices to not only hires diverse faculty, 
staff and administrators, but to also develop practices that ensure that all diverse voices 
and perspectives are part of the leadership’s consideration. 
Influencing Factors: 
a. Factors that Help: 
• We found support from our colleagues who are deeply passionate about D&I and 





• We found support from our students, industry leaders, social activists, and 
colleagues across the university to support our inclusion in the overall university 
resources and benefits made available to the tenured faculty. 
b. Factors that Hinder: 
• We found resistance from among our own colleagues at the school due to their 
belief that diversity is not valuable and only merit is the true consideration.  
• We found resistance from our colleagues who are cynical that the university or 
our own school will care enough to deliver on the goals developed. 
• We found resistance from senior leadership who believed the timing was not 
“right” as there were many other priorities to attend to. 
• We found resistance from university leaders who believe that our school with 






Appendix B: Letter to Potential Participants 
Date 
 
Dear {Potential Participants}: 
 
This letter is to invite you to participate in an exploratory case study that seeks to examine How 
an Academic Institution Implements a Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Initiative in a Non-Tenure 
Track Environment.   
 
For this study, the use of the term Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) initiative refers to an 
activity related to developing and implementing DEI practices, activities and goals. The use of 
the term non-tenure-track faculty refers to individuals who do not have an opportunity to the 
system of academic tenure; its resources and benefits. 
 
This research study will constitute a partial fulfillment for a degree of Doctor of Education at 
Teachers College, Columbia University, New York City. 
 
You are under no obligation to participate in this study. However, your contribution will be 
greatly appreciated, as the benefit of your participation. Your professional and personal 
experiences will contribute to the understanding and hopefully the guidance of other academic 
institutions with non-tenure-track faculty in developing faculty diversity, equity, and inclusion 
practices, activities and goals. Should you consider partaking in this study, the following briefly 
outlines the process: 
 
• Interviews will be conducted over Zoom at a mutually agreed time. 
• Participation time is approximately sixty (60) minutes. 
• If you agree, the interview will be recorded to allow the researcher a more accurate 
reflection of your views. 
• Please note that your name and/or any other identifiers will be omitted from the 
report to preserve confidentiality. 
 
Furthermore, upon your request the researcher will provide you with a hardcopy of the interview 
for your review. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at telephone number (516) 300-2060. 
 
Thanks for your time and consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
Jennifer Riaño Gòez 
Doctoral Candidate 





Appendix C: Participant Informed Consent 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
525 West 120th Street 
New York NY 10027 




DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: You are invited to participate in a research study that 
focuses on how an academic institution with non-tenure track faculty develop a Diversity, 
Equity, and Inclusion initiative. For this study, the term non-tenure-track faculty refer to 
individuals who will never be on a tenure track line at the academic institution and are 
considered contingent or part-time faculty.   The research will be conducted by Mrs. Jennifer 
Riaño Gòez, a doctoral candidate at Teachers College, Columbia University.     
Your selection for this study is based on the following three criteria:  
1. You have been identified as an ideal participant. 
2. You are a non-tenure-track faculty member at the academic institution.  
3. You are a participant of the Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion initiative at the academic 
institution. 
You will be asked to share your experiences in the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative, 
including, factors that supported or hindered your involvement, your commitment to the 
initiative, the activities you engaged in, and how roles were established.  
In addition, lessons that you have learned from your experiences. 
If you agree, the interview will be recorded to allow the researcher a more accurate reflection of 
your views.  The study will take place at a mutually agreeable time and place via Zoom or phone 
in a location that provides privacy. 
 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: Potentially, the risks associated with participating in this study are 
minimal and only carry the same amount of risk that participants will encounter during the 
interview. However, your participation in this study may allow you to experience the intrinsic 
benefits of (1) sharing your professional work experiences and (2) helping others understand the 
factors the support and hinder the development and progression of a Diversity, Equity, and 
Inclusion initiative from a School with non-tenure-track faculty. 
 
PAYMENTS: There will be no payment for your participation. For your participation, you will 
receive feedback about this study in the form of a brief summary of the dissertation’s findings. 
 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: The recorded interviews, 
transcriptions and written materials will be held in confidence, and kept in a secure and locked 





files on the researcher’s computer will be password protected. Moreover, the participants and 
their organization’s name will be substituted with pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality.  
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 60 minutes. 
HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: The results of the study will be published as a dissertation, 
which is a partial fulfillment for the degree of Doctor of Education at Teachers College, 
Columbia University.  In addition, information may be used for educational purposes in 





Appendix D: Participant's Rights 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
525 West 120th Street 
New York NY 10027 
212 678 3000 
www.tc.edu  
Principal Investigator: Jennifer Riaño Gòez 
Research Title: Exploring How an Academic Institution Implements a Diversity, Equity, and 
Inclusion Initiative in a Non-Tenure Track Environment 
 
• I have read and discussed the Research Description with the researcher. I have had the 
opportunity to ask questions about the purposes and procedures regarding this study.  
• My participation in research is voluntary. I may refuse to participate or withdraw from 
participation at any time without jeopardy to future medical care, employment, student 
status or other entitlements.  
• The researcher may withdraw me from the research at his/her professional discretion.  
• If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been developed 
becomes available which may relate to my willingness to continue to participate, the 
investigator will provide this information to me.  
• Any information derived from the research project that personally identifies me will not 
be voluntarily released or disclosed without my separate consent, except as specifically 
required by law.  
• If at any time I have any questions regarding the research or my participation, I can 
contact the investigator, who will answer my questions. The investigator's phone number 
is 516.300.2060. 
• If at any time I have comments, or concerns regarding the conduct of the research or 
questions about my rights as a research subject, I should contact the Teachers College, 
Columbia University Institutional Review Board /IRB. The phone number for the IRB is 
(212) 678-4105. Or, I can write to the IRB at Teachers College, Columbia University, 
525 W. 120th Street, New York, NY, 10027, Box 151.  
• I should receive a copy of the Research Description and this Participant's Rights 
document.  
• Audio and video recording are part of this research.  The written and recorded materials 
will be viewed only by the principal investigator and members of the research team. 
Please check one below: 
 






(     ) I do NOT consent to being audio and video recorded.   
 
• Written, and/or audio and video recorded materials 
( ) may be viewed in an educational setting outside the research  
( ) may NOT be viewed in an educational setting outside the research. 
My signature means that I agree to participate in this study.  
Participant's signature: ________________________________ Date:____/____/____ 
Name: ________________________________ 
 
Investigator's Verification of Explanation 
I, Jennifer Riaño Gòez, certify that I have carefully explained the purpose and nature of this 
research to __________________________________ (participant’s name). S/he has had the 
opportunity to discuss it with me in detail. I have answered all his/her questions and s/he 
provided the affirmative agreement (i.e., assent) to participate in this research. 






Appendix E: Participant Demographic Inventory 
This questionnaire asks specific questions relative to your academic and professional 
work experiences, demographics (e.g., age, education, gender, race/ethnicity) and your 
organization. The information collected from this inventory is completely confidential and will 













How do you describe your gender/gender identity? (Check all that apply.) 
o Androgynous  
o Cisgender  
o Genderfluid 
o Gender Non-Conforming  
o Genderqueer 
o Man  
o Questioning  
o Transgender  
o Trans Man  
o Trans Woman  
o Two-Spirit Woman 
o Other:____________________________ 
 
How do you describe your sexual orientation? (Check all that apply.) 
o Asexual  
o Bisexual  
o Fluid  
o Gay 
o Heterosexual  
o Lesbian  
o Pansexual  
o Queer  
o Questioning  







Which of the following best represents your racial or ethnic heritage? (Check all that apply.) 
o African 
o Afro-Caribbean Afro-Latinx 
o American Indian or Alaskan Native  
o Black or African-American 
o East Asian Hispanic 
o Indo-Caribbean  
o Latinx 
o Middle Eastern 
o Native Hawaiian  
o North African  
o Pacific Islander  
o South Asian  
o Southeast Asian  
o White or Caucasian 
o Other: __________________ 
 
Were you born in the United States? 
o Yes  
o No 
o I'm not sure. 
  
Which religious background(s), if any, do you most identify with? (Check all that apply.) 
o Agnostic  
o Atheist  
o Baha’i  
o Baptist  
o Buddhist  
o Catholic 
o Church of Christ 
o Christian: Non-Denominational  
o Confucian 
o Eastern Orthodox  
o Episcopalian  
o Hindu 
o Muslim 
o Jehovah’s Witness  
o Jewish  
o Orthodox Jewish 
o Other 
o LDS (Mormon)  
o Methodist  
o Pentecostal  
o Protestant  





o Unitarian/Universalist  
o UCC/Congregational  
o None 
o I'm not sure. 
o Other:_________________________ 
  
Do you have a disability? 
o Yes, I have a disability. 
o No, I do not have a disability. I'm not sure. 
 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
o Vocational/Technical School (post-high school) 
o Some college/university 
o College/University graduate ( e.g. BA, BS, AB) 
o Post-Baccalaureate/ Some Graduate School 
o Master’s Degree ( e.g., MA, MS, MBA, MPA) 
o Doctorate, Law or Medical Degree ( e.g. EdD, PhD, MD, JD, PharmD) 
o Other (Specify)____________ 
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Appendix F: Participant Demographic Inventory Table 








James Beaufort 65 M Heterosexual White Jewish USA N Ph.D. 
Sarah Lu 70 F Heterosexual Asian American Buddhist USA N Ph.D. 
Anusha Dilpandi 52 F Heterosexual Asian American Muslim India N Ph.D. 
Matthew Wolford 60 M Heterosexual African American Baptist USA N Ph.D. 
Elizabeth Contreras 37 F Heterosexual Latinx Catholic USA N Ph.D. 
Rachel Barry 28 F Lesbian White Protestant USA N MBA 
Maya Morrison 47 F Heterosexual African American Catholic USA N MBA 
Jaime Pike 43 F Queer White First Episcopalian USA N MS 
Sondra Ferguson 33 F Heterosexual African American Baptist USA N MS 
Ann Noonan 64 F Queer White Atheist USA N Ph.D. 
Lettice Adebowale 27 F Heterosexual African American Christian Nigeria N MS 
Sanjay Sidhu 45 M Homosexual Asian American Muslim India N Ph.D. 
Robert Gonzalez 38 Transexual Homosexual White Catholic Mexico N J.D.
Michael Justin 26 M Homosexual White Jewish Croatia N M.A.
Akshara Rao 50 F Heterosexual Asian American Hinduism Pakistan N M.S.





Appendix G: Participant Interview Protocol 
Welcome and thank you for your time today; I truly appreciate your participation.  I will share 
information about my research and I am hoping to have an informal conversation around your 
considerable experience in higher education and diversity, equity, and inclusion.  I would be 
happy to share the results of the study once it is completed.  So, now if I may, let me ask about 
your engagement in the faculty diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative at the School.  
 
1. Once you learned you would be involved in a diversity, equity and inclusion initiative, what 
did you do?   
2. In relation to your engagement, can you talk about the specific steps/actions you took to 
become involved?   
3. As you began to get involved in this initiative, how did you know what to do? 
4. As you became involved in this initiative, how was your role decided?    
5. Can you talk about how roles and responsibilities in the group were identified and agreed 
upon?   
6. How did you feel about the way roles and responsibilities were decided?  
7. Thinking back over your experience in the faculty diversity, equity initiative, what 
experiences stand out as “defining moments” resulting in your commitment to the initiative?     
8. What influenced your commitment to this initiative?   
9. What differences, if any, did you find participating on the committee when most of the 
participants were faculty? 





11. When conflicts arose among committee members how were they resolved? 
12. Think back over your participation in the initiative, what were factors that helped you in your 
participation and involvement?  
13. What supported your participation the most? 





Appendix H: Secondary-Level Interview Protocol 
Welcome and thank you for your time today; I truly appreciate your participation. I will share 
information about my research and I am hoping to have an informal conversation around your 
considerable experience in higher education and diversity, equity, and inclusion.  I would be 
happy to share the results of the study once it is completed.  So, now if I may, let me ask about 
your engagement in the faculty diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative at the School.  
 
1. In relation to your engagement, can you talk about the specific steps/actions you took to 
become involved?   
2. As you became involved, how was your role on the initiative decided?    
3. Can you talk about how roles and responsibilities in the group were identified and agreed 
upon?   
4. What differences, if any, did you find participating on the committee when most of the 
participants were faculty? 
5. How would you describe the level of congeniality among committee members? 
6. When conflicts arose among committee members how were they resolved? 
7. What influenced your commitment to this initiative?   
8. Think back over your participation in the initiative, what were factors that helped you in your 
participation and involvement?  
9. What supported your participation the most? 





Appendix I: Zoom Interview Protocol 
 
 Zoom, an online platform for conducting research interviews by qualitative researchers 
conducting online video conference interviews.  Zoom does not require participants to have an 
account or download a program. The electronic meeting invitation generated by Zoom, which 
can be edited and augmented to create specificity for the type of interview the researcher is 
conducting, has a live link that only requires a click to join the meeting. Second, Zoom has 
screen-sharing abilities for both the interviewer and participants, who can display documents like 
the research information letter or consent form for discussion. Additionally, the interviewer can 
display images, video clips, and other materials to launch a conversation. Third, Zoom includes 
password protection for confidentiality and recording capacity to either the host’s computer or 
Zoom’s cloud storage. In addition, saving recorded interviews to the researcher’s private and 
secure computer or virtual storage enhances participant confidentiality. Fourth, Zoom 





reduced size of audio only files, in comparison to audio video files, facilitates ease of sharing 
with a transcriptionist and other research team members. This feature also supports individual 
choices about being recorded with audio and video or audio only. For example, if participants do 
not want his or her face video-recorded to protect their privacy or for personal reasons, an audio 
only option for the participant records the interview between the participant and interviewer. The 
simultaneous audio and video recording of the interviewer, with audio only recording of the 
participants, maintains the in-person connection between the interviewer and interviewee while 
respecting their wishes. Video conferencing software, such as Zoom video conferencing, helps 
researchers keep research costs reasonably low and enables them to gain access to larger and 






Appendix J: Coding Legend 
Level of Commitment: 
• LC1: I am committed to this effort as I believe we need to do our part to initiate policies 
and process that support diversity among our faculty, student, and staff.   
• LC2: I am committed to this effort as I believe that diversity alone is not enough and 
the matter of inclusion is vital to the culture of our School.  It also goes hand in hand with 
diversity, and I have experience in this area of practice in high education. 
• LC3: I am committed to supporting this effort but cynical about it potential benefits.   
• LC4: I am less inclined to commit to this effort, but my colleagues feel strongly about 
this effort so I wish to be a good colleague. 
• LC5: I have decided to be fully committed to this effort as I am passionate about the 
importance of DEI in higher education. 
• LC6: I am dedicated to this effort as I am frustrated that non-tenured faculty have not 
been in included in the resources and benefits made available to tenured faculty across 
the university. 
How they establish roles and responsibilities: 
• ERR1: We nominate members to join a committee that would work towards establishing 
buy-in and support from members across the school, from faculty, administrators, and 






• ERR2: Each member work with the division chairs for the various Master’s, non-degree, 
and certificate programs to establish buy-in and support from a holistic faculty and 
administrator’s perspectives. 
• ERR3: We connected with other colleagues and faculty from schools in the university 
community to offer support to our inexperienced faculty in initiating a D&I initiative. 
• ERR4: We also connected with colleagues from other universities outside of our 
community to understand and benchmark how they initiated their D&I strategy. 
Activities They Engage In: 
• AE1: We also connected with colleagues from other universities outside of our 
community to understand and benchmark how they initiated their D&I strategy. 
• AE2: We enlist a group of faculty members who work in the D&I field and HR to 
support our efforts and assist in our development of goals. 
• AE3: We engage with the Provost’s office to request their support in this unprecedented 
case where non-tenured faculty and all members of the School of Professional Studies 
were not included among the rest of the University community. 
• AE4: We develop placement goals and analyze the current demographics of our faculty 
and students.  Is our school representative of our students and the community we work 
in? 
• AE5: We engage in the development of inclusive practices to not only hires diverse 
faculty, staff and administrators, but to also develop practices that ensure that all diverse 






a. Factors that Help: 
• IFH1: We found support from our colleagues who are deeply passionate about 
DEI and its positive impact on the community and culture.   
• IFH2: We found support from our students, industry leaders, social activists, and 
colleagues across the university to support our inclusion in the overall university 
resources and benefits made available to the tenured faculty. 
b. Factors that Hinder: 
• IFHH1:  We found resistance from among our own colleagues at the school due to 
their belief that diversity is not valuable and only merit is the true consideration.  
• IFHH2: We found resistance from our colleagues who are cynical that the 
university or our own school will care enough to deliver on the goals developed. 
• IFHH3: We found resistance from senior leadership who believed the timing was 
not “right” as there were many other priorities to attend to. 
• IFHH4: We found resistance from university leaders who believe that our school 




Appendix K: Distribution Chart – Finding #1 
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Appendix L: Distribution Chart – Finding #2 
1
78
Appendix M: Distribution Chart – Finding #3 
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Appendix N: Distribution Chart – Finding #4 
